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W

elcome to the first issue of the third volume year of the Journal
of Response to Writing. We are very encouraged by the positive
response from readers to our previous issues and are excited to
share several excellent contributions in this collection. Before introducing
those articles, we want to also welcome you to our first issue published
under new editorship. Dana Ferris has rejoined the general editorial board
while Grant Eckstein and Betsy Gilliland have been appointed as the new
coeditors of the journal.
Grant Eckstein is a founding editor of JRW and served as the managing
editor for three years. Betsy Gilliland has served on the editorial board since
JRW first took shape and has been a guiding influence as we have grown
and progressed. Of course, we want to publicly thank Dana for her tremendous vision and hard work in guiding JRW to what it is now. Although she
is stepping down as editor in chief, she will continue to play an important
advisory role on the journal board, for which we are all grateful.
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Turning our attention to the current issue, we are pleased to offer a diverse set of feature articles in addition to one teaching article. Helen Dixon
and Eleanor Hawe begin this issue with the article “Creating the Climate
and Space for Dialogic Feedback in the Writing Classroom,” in which they
explore ways that two elementary-school teachers in New Zealand encouraged trusting relationships with their students in order to promote effective peer review interactions. They argue that trusting relationships in the
context of a writing classroom are necessary in order to shift away from
a judgmental review stance and encourage positive student–teacher and
student–student dialogue about writing.
The authors of our next article explore response to English writing in
a foreign language context. In their article titled “Teachers’ (Formative)
Feedback Practices in EFL Writing Classes in Norway,” Drita SaliuAbdulahi, Glenn Ole Hellekjær, and Frøydis Hertzberg examine whether foreign language writing teachers in Norway implemented national
policies requiring the provision of formative feedback. They studied the
feedback practices of ten upper-secondary English teachers and found that
despite the acknowledged benefits of formative feedback on student writing and national requirements for its use, these teachers continued to offer
mostly summative feedback. The authors offer insights for foreign language
teachers and teacher training programs that could improve the alignment
of writing response theory, practice, and national or institutional writing
policies.
Our third feature article examines the provocative issue of written corrective feedback (WCF). Writing researchers and practitioners generally
agree that students want and need corrective feedback, though consensus
has yet to be reached on the best timing, amount of feedback, and approach
to providing it. Ahsan Pashazadeh contributes to this discussion in the article “The Effect of Mid-Focused and Unfocused Written Corrections on
the Acquisition of Grammatical Structures.” Using a participant pool of 77
male, pre-intermediate EFL students at an Iranian university, Pashazadeh
examined the use of three grammatical structures in three treatment
groups and a control, each receiving slightly different feedback amounts.
Results from a pretest, posttest, and 4-week delayed posttest design showed
accuracy improvements for the three treatment groups on the posttest, but
Eckstein, Grant, and Betsy Gilliland. (2017). “Editorial Introduction.” Journal of Response to
Writing, 3(1): 1–5.
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no lasting gains on the delayed posttest. These findings partially contradict
results from similar studies (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Van Beuningen, De
Jong, & Kuiken, 2012), and by so doing, they offer some additional insights
into the WCF issue and potential constraints to the effectiveness of WCF
in particular scenarios.
Anna Grigoryan transcends national borders and student demographics in our final feature article, “Audio-Visual Commentary as a Way
to Reduce Transactional Distance and Increase Teaching Presence in
Online Writing Instruction: Student Perceptions and Preferences.” With
an increase in online learning programs in which the teacher is physically
absent and students do not meet together, questions have emerged about
the best ways to provide feedback on student writing. Several methods are
available, including text-only feedback or a combination of textual and
audio-visual commentary. In this study, Grigoryan collected survey data
from 55 students in six freshmen composition courses. The surveys elicited
students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of teacher feedback and preferences for either text-only or audio-visual feedback. Although participants
showed a preference for the kind of feedback they received, in interviews,
students expressed stronger preferences for multimodal feedback, suggesting that “audio-visual commentary, by increasing dialogue and reducing
transactional distance, may be an effective way to support learners” in tasks
involving writing and revision.
Jennifer Ahern-Dodson and Deborah Reisinger focus on response
to writing in L2 French in our issue’s only teaching article, “Engaging
Teachers as Readers.” This article is an impressive alloy of concepts addressed throughout this issue. The authors advocate for formative response
to foreign language writing that moves beyond WCF with a multimodal
response approach. This exploratory investigation of one teacher’s writing
class showed numerous benefits to providing grammar correction through
writing while providing content feedback through audio recordings.
Students reported preferring audio feedback because it allowed them to
hear the teacher’s tone of voice and to absorb linguistically accurate phrases in the second language. The authors argue that offering audio feedback
is freeing for teachers because it allows them to offer more feedback while
being more engaged with students.
Eckstein, Grant, and Betsy Gilliland. (2017). “Editorial Introduction.” Journal of Response to
Writing, 3(1): 1–5.
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As a group, these articles demonstrate an array of issues addressed in
response research that highlight the humanity of this endeavor. We thank
our authors for their contributions and the reviewers who offered substantial and thoughtful feedback on each article. We hope you enjoy reading
this issue as much as we enjoyed compiling it. We further hope that these
articles are of use to you in your teaching and research activities.
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Peer Review within the Writing
Classroom
Helen Dixon
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University of Auckland
Substantive and ongoing critique of the quality of one’s writing is necessary if
students are to experience writing as a recursive process. However, students’
willingness to critique their texts and those of others is dependent upon the
creation of a trusting and mutually supportive learning environment. Using
the naturalistic setting of an elementary school writing classroom, attention
is drawn to the ways in which two teachers nurtured competence and communication trust (Reina & Reina, 2006) between themselves and students,
and among students. Consideration is also paid to teachers’ creation and use
of public and private spaces to promote interactions that helped writers revise and recraft substantive aspects of their writing in an ongoing and iterative manner.
Keywords: feedback, peer review and response, trust
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Introduction
For feedback to be effective, it must aid the improvement process
through the identification of a learning gap and the actions necessary
to close that gap. In this way feedback has moved from a corrective to
a scaffolding function. Significantly, feedback is no longer a one-way
communicative activity where the source of information is external to
the learner (Sadler, 1989; Wiggins, 1993). Sociocultural theorists now
commonly consider jointly constructed feedback to be the most valuable
form of feedback because it requires students to play an active role in
learning and assessment. As active participants, students are now expected
to be both users and generators of feedback information about their own
performances and those of others. To fulfil this expectation, students must
be afforded with substantive opportunities to engage in peer review during
the production of work (Mulder, Baik, Naylor, & Pearce, 2014; O’Donovan,
Price, & Rust, 2008).
Peer review has the potential to be an excellent feedback forum
because of its dialogic, formative, and active qualities. Furthermore, it can
be used to move beyond surface errors during feedback sessions. But it is
also problematic because students might not trust each other to provide
effective, constructive feedback. Thus, the question is how to create a
healthy environment for peer review, especially among emerging writers in
elementary school. In this article, we examine how two teachers responded
to this challenge.

Background
Peer Review
By nature peer review is a socially situated, reciprocal process where
students work together in small groups or pairs to construct achievement
and encourage improvement (Hawe & Dixon, 2014). To this end student
engagement in peer review must nurture understanding of the goal and
standard to be aimed for, students’ ability to compare performance with
the standard, and engagement in appropriate action that will lead to
some closure of the gap between actual and desired performance (Sadler,
1989). However, if participation in peer review is to help students develop

Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
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the necessary knowledge and expertise to make improvement-related
decisions, the learning environment must provide both substantive and
authentic opportunities for students to engage in such review (Dixon,
Hawe, & Parr, 2011).
Essential to peer review is students’ access to formal and informal
learning spaces (Sewell & St George, 2012) that encourage active student
engagement, interaction, and collaboration. Learning spaces have been
defined as the social contexts, networks, and resources that nurture learning
(Gudjonsdottir, Gisladottir, & Woznicka, 2015). Such contexts include
working in large and small groups, either with a teacher or independently.
According to Duncanson (2014), students not only require access to
learning spaces, they also need the latitude to use these spaces in a flexible
manner so their learning needs can be supported. Easy access to peers, a
key resource in the improvement of learning, is also essential. However,
to benefit from peer critique of their work, students must recognize its
value and feel confident and competent to engage in and respond to that
critique. Yet as reported elsewhere, many students lack the confidence and
commitment to engage in peer review. Doubts over peers’ ability to provide
useful and critical feedback have been commonplace (Mulder et al., 2014).
In a number of instances peer review has failed to engage students because
of a lack of trust.
Given that “relational networks facilitate group and individual
accomplishment” (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001, p. 4) student
engagement and participation in peer review is contingent upon the existence
of trusting relationships between and among teachers and students. Built
up over time, trust refers to “one’s willingness to be vulnerable to another
based on the confidence that the other is benevolent, honest, open, reliable
and competent” (Tschannen-Moran, 2014, pp. 19–20). To create a trusting
environment and trusting relationships teachers must foster individual
facets of trust. Within the context of reviewing writing it is critical that
teachers model a receptive rather than judgmental stance to the work of
others. A receptive stance is evident when attention is drawn to particular
problems and the resolution of these problems through the application of
alternative solutions (Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992). Also essential
is the development of two interrelated trust dimensions—competence and
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communication (Carless, 2013). Competence trust, or trust in a person’s
ability to carry out the task in hand competently and confidently, means
teachers must have the volition to provide opportunities for students to
develop evaluative and productive knowledge and expertise (Hawe &
Dixon, 2014; Sadler, 1989) so they can make informed judgments and
decisions about work in progress. Teachers need also to engender in
students the belief that they and their peers possess the knowledge, skills,
and dispositional qualities to make judgments, decisions, and suggestions
about the quality of their work and that of others and how to improve it.
Student disclosure of learning needs is an essential precursor to
increased understanding and improvement, but such disclosure holds risks
when made public. Therefore, a shift in learning from a private to a public
endeavor, as is the case when engaged in peer review, necessitates the
development of communication trust. There is need for teachers to nurture
dispositional qualities such as respect and empathy in their students
with the expectation that such qualities will underpin all exchanges. As
students make their learning public, particularly their misunderstandings
or misconceptions, the fostering of communication trust counteracts
potential threats to student self-confidence and self-esteem.
Feedback in Writing
Writing is a complex cognitive activity that is socially, culturally, and
contextually framed. As Parr (2013) has argued, the ability to plan, draft,
construct, and reconstruct a variety of texts is dependent on a sound
understanding of how texts and language structures work for a range of
purposes and audiences. Critical to student success is the understanding,
acquisition, and application of bodies of knowledge pertaining to both
the deep and surface features of writing. Arguably, of equal importance
is the formation of favorable attitudes towards writing (Petrić, 2002) as
motivation to write is a lynchpin for writing success (Lo & Hyland, 2007).
It is therefore crucial that feedback about students’ writing helps them to
maintain an interest in writing and writers; view writing as a pleasurable,
valuable, and rewarding experience; and develop confidence in their ability
to write for specific purposes and audiences. However, such understandings
and beliefs can only be nurtured through direct (and fruitful) experience in
the creation, evaluation, and revision of works in progress (Sadler, 2013).
Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
within the Writing Classroom.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 6–30.
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The primary purpose of feedback is to effect improvement through the
closure of a learning gap. However, research studies suggest that teacher
feedback has been less than useful in assisting students to improve their
writing (Lee, 2014). While the revision and improvement of work during
production is central to the writing process (Faigley & Witte, 1981; Sadler,
1989), an inordinate amount of consideration has been paid to the revision
of surface features. Also, rather than treating students’ written drafts as
works in progress there has been a tendency for teachers to deal with these
as finished works (Hyland, 2000). As a consequence, the focus of feedback
has been corrective rather than developmental with reference to the more
substantive, deep features of writing (Hargreaves & McCallum, 1998;
Hyland, 2000). Within the New Zealand context, it has been reported that
feedback about students’ writing has lacked specificity in relation to a given
task, been devoid of constructive critique, and has focused on the affective
aspects of performance, such as effort expended rather than quality (Ward
& Dix, 2004).
Based on research evidence, there is general consensus that substantive
and ongoing engagement in peer review helps students with the organization
of their ideas and the revision of writing (Berg, 1999; Mawlawi Diab, 2011).
Evidence also suggests that such engagement supports students’ selfregulatory writing behaviors and attitudes (Glasswell & Parr, 2009; Swain,
Brooks, & Tocalli-Beller, 2002; Wang, 2014; Xiang, 2004). Furthermore,
Swain, Brooks, and Tocalli-Beller (2002) found students’ participation in
peer review supported understanding of both how and why changes in
writing should and could be made. Peer feedback during writing also helped
students to grapple with and address the important issue of audience and
how it could be dealt with in a text (Kennedy-Kalafatis & Carleton, 1996).
In a similar manner, Wang (2014) reported that effective peer feedback
cultivated students’ audience awareness. At the same time she noted such
feedback became a motivational force, encouraging students to persevere
with their writing.
To summarize, a key aim of the writing classroom is to engage students
in substantive and authentic review opportunities, which help them see
and understand notions of quality and how such understanding can be
applied to their writing. Given what is known about students’ reluctance
Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
within the Writing Classroom.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 6–30.
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to engage in peer review, one of the main roles of the writing teacher is to
create the conditions that will encourage full participation in the evaluative
process during the production of work. To date, a number of studies have
investigated interventionist strategies that provide students with the
technical skills to engage in peer review (e.g., Min, 2005), students’ roles in
the peer-review process (e.g., Zhang, 1995), and the effects of peer review
on students’ writing (e.g., Paulus, 1999). What has been missing from the
research agenda is investigation into the classroom context within which
peer review is located; specifically the teacher’s role in creating a safe,
supportive, and mutually respectful learning space. Using the naturalistic
setting of the writing classroom, the current study aimed to address this
gap. Two interrelated research questions are dealt with in this article:
1. What types of trust do teachers nurture to facilitate peer review
within their writing classrooms?
2. How do teachers create and use public and private spaces to
enable students to engage in peer review?
The New Zealand Context
New Zealand elementary school teachers are generalists who are
expected to teach across all areas of the school curriculum. More recently,
given the lack of specialist literacy teachers, schools are expected to identify
a literacy leader to support curriculum development and innovation within
their context. Typically a literacy leader is a teacher who has enthusiasm
for and an interest in literacy, as well as a willingness and commitment to
support colleagues in the teaching of literacy. Schools’ literacy leaders will
have been involved in professional development opportunities offered by
literacy experts contracted by the Ministry of Education.

Methodology
The Research Design
Utilizing an interpretive, qualitative, case study approach the current
research was conducted in two sequential phases. The first phase aimed
to tap into teachers’ understandings and beliefs about the role feedback
plays in the enhancement of learning; their role and that of students in
the feedback process; and the strategies and practices they utilized and
Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
within the Writing Classroom.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 6–30.
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ascribed importance to with reference to the giving and receiving of
feedback. Following calls for volunteers, 20 experienced, practicing teachers
participated in phase one. While potential participants were drawn from a
list of graduates from the researchers’ institution, the power differential was
negligible as all had already graduated. Furthermore, neither researcher
had any working relationship with those who agreed to participate.
Using a semi-structured interview schedule each teacher was
interviewed individually within their classroom. Interviewing in this
context provided teachers with a familiar space. It also facilitated the
researchers’ access to artifacts of interest such as learning goals, criteria for
success, modeling books, and students’ work samples. In turn these artifacts
served as aide-mémoires for participants. Interviews lasted between 45 to
60 minutes and with participants’ permission were audiotaped, transcribed,
and then returned for verification.
In phase two, case study methodology (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 2000)
was employed to investigate the phenomenon: how feedback was used to
support learning within the context of the writing classroom. Teachers
were selected to participate in phase two because their talk in phase one
was consistent with “best” feedback practice. Specifically their talk and
articulated practice were consistent with the following notions:
• Goals for learning and what counts as successful achievement
were shared with students.
• Feedback was linked to learning goals and was achievement- and
improvement-focused.
• Students were talked about as active participants in learning and
feedback processes.
• Peer review during the production of work was considered an
essential strategy to aid the improvement of learning.
A case study aims to both represent the case (Stake, 2000) and to learn
about the issues of central importance to the case, in this instance teachers’
use of feedback to enhance learning in writing. It was therefore important
to select information-rich cases for study (Merriam, 1998). Based on their
phase one interview responses, only five of the 20 teachers were invited to
participate in phase two. Essentially these five were selected because their
understandings, stated beliefs, and descriptions of practice were consistent
Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
within the Writing Classroom.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 6–30.
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with what is known about quality feedback. Of these five teachers, three
agreed to participate in phase two.
Of the three teachers who were observed, only two (Kate & Marama)
provided strong evidence in regards to their use of peer review to support
learning in writing. Hence a conscious decision was made to use the
information-rich data generated from Kate and Marama as the basis for
this article. These two teachers were committed to fostering competency
and communication trust within the context of the writing classroom and
had considerable skill in creating both the public and private, formal and
informal spaces needed for peer review. As such the datasets for what is
reported here emanate from both phase one and two of the research.
The two teachers and their writing contexts.
At the time the research was conducted, Kate had been teaching
for 15 years and was currently teaching a class of 28 Years Seven and
Eight students. The focus of her students’ writing during this time was
transactional writing. Students were expected to produce a single frame
cartoon followed by a short comic strip, both of which were to convey a
message through the use of appropriate literary and visual techniques.
While experienced, she had no official literacy or other curriculum
leadership responsibilities in her school. Marama had been teaching for 12
years and was currently teaching 26 Year Eight students. Her students were
engaged in poetic writing where attention was paid to the form and the
processes involved in the production of a poem. Marama was the literacy
leader at her school.
In both classes teachers utilized a range of pedagogical approaches
when teaching writing including whole-class and small-group instruction.
While small group instruction was needs-based, students sat in social
groups when writing. Typically they sat at desks grouped in configurations
of eight to ten. However, students were not restricted to working at
their desks. Both teachers encouraged the use of designated floor spaces
around the room. In effect, students could choose to move to these spaces
should they want a degree of privacy away from their social group. These
designated floor spaces also opened up opportunities for students to access
and work with a wider group of peers rather than just those sitting within
close proximity.
Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
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Data Collection
Cognizant of the need for prolonged engagement and persistent
observation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) a number of data collection strategies
was utilized during phase two. To capture the complexity of teachers’
classroom-based feedback practices, five 90-minute observations were
undertaken in each teacher’s classroom across the duration of the writing
unit. The strategic scheduling of these observations satisfied the need
for information to be gathered at “different points in the temporal cycles
occuring in the setting” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983, p. 198). Two
observations occurred during the introductory phase of the unit enabling
the researchers to see how teachers facilitated development of students’
evaluative knowledge. Two further observations, undertaken midway
through the unit, afforded the opportunity to observe how students
reviewed and revised their work, thus developing both their evaluative
and productive knowledge and expertise. At unit’s end, a final observation
provided insight into the nature of the judgments teachers required
students to make about their own and peers’ writing. Observations
included the audiotaping of lessons and researcher field notes that detailed
organizational and structural matters pertaining to each lesson (for
example, the nature of the interactions between teacher and students and
among students, the activities they engaged in, as well as time spent on
those activities). While the researchers audiotaped teacher–student talk in
whole-class discussions and group work, they were not able to capture talk
among students. However, researcher field notes captured the intent and
focus of student talk that occurred as they worked independently. In turn,
these datasets were supported by the collection of relevant artifacts such as
teachers’ work plans, the learning intentions, and success criteria developed
with students, which articulated the goals of learning and the expected
standard(s) of performance, the models and exemplars used, and handouts
and worksheets given to students. The use of a semi-structured interview
at the end of each series of observations addressed the limitations of a
complete observer role. This interview, conducted individually with each
participant, provided the opportunity to probe each teacher’s intentions,
pedagogical decisions, and embedded beliefs.

Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
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Data Analysis
Data analysis during both phases of the research was grounded in
the use of strategies associated with thematic analysis and the constant
comparative method (open, axial, and selective coding) (Ezzy, 2002;
Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Sadler’s (1989) theory of formative assessment and
feedback was utilized as a major conceptual frame. As such, the framework
provided some of the categories used during the process of open coding.
For example, concepts central to feedback within the peer review process
such as “understanding the goals of learning” and the development of
“evaluative knowledge and expertise” and “productive knowledge and
expertise” were applied systematically and iteratively to lesson transcripts,
interviews, and lesson artifacts. Later, additional codes and categories, such
as Reina and Reina’s (2006) notions of competence and communication
trust, were developed from and applied to the data. The use of axial coding
facilitated the examination of the relationship between various categories
along the lines of their properties and dimensions. Hence categories were
“cross cut and link[ed]” at both a descriptive and conceptual level (Strauss
& Corbin, 1998, p. 124). The refinement and integration of categories,
through selective coding, led to the establishment of the two core or
central themes reported in this article: building trust and responsibility,
and creating formal and informal spaces for peer review.

The Research Findings
Building Trust and Responsibility
Both Kate and Marama viewed feedback as a “critical discourse, not
always positive . . . [but] quite constructive” (Marama, Int1). Of importance
was “interacting with students” to “work out where they are at the moment
and where we are going to go and what we need to do in order to get there”
(Marama, Int). In both teachers’ opinion, for feedback to be effective it
had to be a jointly generated, two-way exchange of information between
themselves and their students. As a result, students were expected to make
judgments about the quality of their own and others’ writing and to make
1 Int – interview data generated in Phases 1 and 2.

Dixon, Helen, and Eleanor Hawe. (2017). “Creating the Climate and Space for Peer Review
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decisions about what strategies or moves to use to close the gap between
current and expected performance. Such expectations were reinforced
consistently during their interactions with students. Importantly, both
teachers avoided telling students what to do when discussing works in
progress. Rather, during individual conferences with students, Marama and
Kate each posed speculative and exploratory questions for consideration.
The nature of these questions conveyed a strong message to students that
they were competent to make the necessary judgments and decisions. For
example:
alliteration—do you think you need more of that or are you quite happy
about what’s there? . . . in this particular poem is there a use for repetition
or is it something you are just going to disregard? (Marama, Obs.2)
How will you know the message is ‘Don’t play with fireworks?’ How will
we [the audience] know that’s what you are saying? Do you think you’ll be
able to tell just by looking at it [a comic poster]? What do you need to do?
(Kate, Obs.)

At the start of her unit of work, Marama emphasized to the class that when
taking on the role of poet “there are different things we do as writers of
poetry that are different from what we do as writers of instructions or
writers of reports.” She went on to explain that as a result, there would be
times when students would feel “I really don’t know where to go now, I don’t
know what to do” (Marama, Obs). Similarly, Kate (Obs) drew her students’
attention to the fact that they were going to attempt “a different form of
writing,” one of which they had little previous experience. In both cases the
teachers emphasized that writing was hard and that facing difficulties was
to be expected when writing for different purposes and audiences. At the
same time, they reinforced a strategy that students could use to overcome
specific difficulties. During such times the use of a peer (or peers) as a
critical friend was recommended as a “really good choice” (Marama, Obs).
In particular, the way in which peers could provide audience reaction was
2 Obs – classroom observation data generated during Phase 2.
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promoted as a strategy that students would find helpful as they worked on
their drafts. As Marama emphasized to her students, reader response is a
critical aspect of writing.
It’s a really good choice to talk and say ‘Look I’ve got this and I’ve got this
. . . this is what it sounds like when I use this word. What does it do for
you?’ Ask one another for help—“what do you think of this” (Marama Obs.)

Not only did Kate encourage students to seek support and guidance
from each other in general, she also used the deliberate ploy of directing
individual students to seek out and talk with peers who were on the “right
track.” For example a number of students in her class struggled with
incorporating a subtle message into their single-frame cartoons so she
directed these students to specific peers who had mastered this aspect of
cartoon creation.
See what Jenny’s doing and Jeremy’s got a really, really good idea. Speak
with Jeremy about what’s he’s doing (Kate, Obs.)
Steven could you explain to Anna about your cartoon? And tell her what
you’re going to write in your cartoon. Then I want you [Anna] to guess
what Steven’s message is (Kate, Obs.)

Kate’s rationale for directing students to others was that she wanted them
in pairs or small groups to engage in a dialogue where they discussed
“all the tricks” that had been used in their draft cartoons. In her opinion
viewing and reviewing others’ work enabled students to see not only “what
was there” in their work but also “what wasn’t there” and, importantly, how
that work might then be “adapted and refined” (PO Int3). For example in
the instance where Amber was sent to talk with Jenny and Jeremy, these
three students were observed reviewing how Jeremy had used visual traits
in his cartoon to show emotion in his character’s face. This review led to a
discussion about how visual traits can be used to subtly convey a message
to the reader. Following this, Amber went back to talk with Kate about how
3 PO Int – Post observation interview.
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her work could be improved. During this time she made mention to Kate
of some of the traits both Jenny and Jeremy had used, and she talked about
how she might use these in her cartoon.
Thinking back to her class at the beginning of the year Marama
recognized that based on their previous experiences, students were often
reluctant to talk about their work, either with her or with each other. She
attributed this reluctance to the fact that students had been encouraged to
work privately. She understood that her expectation for students to engage
in a critique of their own work as well as the work of their peers moved
learning into the public domain and hence left many students feeling
vulnerable. Therefore it was critical that the critique of work was treated
sensitively and tactfully. Subsequently, Marama felt it important to model
respectful and empathetic critique of students’ work. She always publicly
and sensitively asked students for permission to critique works in progress
when the class came together or when working with a small group. She
also recognized when individuals were “just not ready” (Marama, PO Int)
for a public interrogation of their work. Acknowledging and accepting
some students’ reluctance to expose their writing publicly led her to be
deliberately selective when asking students to share work. Students were
tactfully handed the initative as they were always asked whether and what
kind of help they needed. Questions such as “Is there an area of your writing
you need help with?” “How can we help?” and “What areas would you like to
talk about today?” were commonly asked thereby encouraging students to
disclose the nature of their difficulties. In turn student disclosure provided
a focus for the critique of their work. Like Kate, Marama also reinforced
the need for students to be receptive to the work of others by listening
attentively to each other. Through her modeling she signaled to students
that critique should be helpful rather than judgemental and destructive.
The following dialogic exchange was typical of the interactions that
occurred between Marama and her students. As can be seen, the student
(Kerry) felt confident to disclose to the group what she was struggling with
as a writer. In turn Marama resisted dominating or dictating the nature of the
discussion. Rather, she posed open-ended questions for the group to consider.
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Marama: Kerry, what assistance or support can we offer you as a group?
Kerry: The rhythm (of the poem) because I usually write things with a
rhyme but I’m trying to use words to describe and make it rhyme at the
same time. It’s rather difficult.
Marama: Do we need to worry at this point about the rhyme, does it have
to have a rhyme?
Kerry: That’s the problem, like when I say it doesn’t have a rhyme I think
in my head personally that sounds odd.
Marama: Okay, how can we help Kerry then, because she’s experiencing
difficulty. She’s so used to writing poetry that has a rhyme. . . . And shape
poems don’t always have that particular structure. How can we help her
overcome that?
Thomas: You could still have rhymes but like instead of having it at the end
of every sentence maybe she could just have it at the end of every verse.
Marama: Would that work?
Kerry: I’m jotting down some ideas, thanks.

Creating Formal and Informal Space for Peer Review
Marama and Kate believed students needed formal and informal
opportunities to review their work with peers. As a result both teachers
made deliberate attempts to create the space necessary for this to occur.
As illustrated above, formal attempts to engage students in peer review
occurred in their presence when they worked in small groups or during
teacher–student conferences. When working with a group of students,
one of the ways in which the teachers promoted peer review between and
among themselves and students was to ask them to look for evidence of
particular language features in a piece of work. In one lesson, Marama was
observed asking her students to look for the “use of similies, alliteration,
rhyme, repetition and metaphor” within an exemplar. On this occasion
students began by annotating the exemplar, highlighting the key features
that were in evidence, and making notes about how the features were
used. Students’ annotations then formed the basis for a discussion as they
debated in groups and as a class, the use and effectiveness of these features.
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After this experience, some students (Ella, Maia, & Quinta) were
observed following up on the critique when working on their drafts.
Students’ interactions during this time mirrored the approach advocated
and modeled by Marama. Ella, for example, was observed disclosing to
her peers that she was not confident about the effectiveness of her use of
similies. Maia then took on the role of appraiser and critical friend. After
asking permission to annotate the poem draft, Maia indicated areas she
thought would benefit from further reworking. Once this annotation
was completed a discussion lasting more than ten minutes was observed,
focusing on how Ella could close the gap between her current performance
and the desired outcome. This discussion focused on one criterion that
had been identified as contributing to writing quality—whether the text
“hooked the reader by grabbing their attention” (Marama, Obs). The three
students were then seen discussing Ella’s choice and use of descriptive words
and whether or not these words met this criterion. Using a thesaurus, the
three students then spent some time together looking up, discussing, and
debating the most suitable words to use if Ella’s similies were to “grab” the
attention of the reader.
Like Marama, Kate understood that if students were to enter into a
discussion with their peers about quality writing they needed substantial
access to works in progress. Throughout all stages of the unit Kate urged
students to spontaneously “have a wander round and see everybody’s
ideas” or “see what other kids in the class are doing” (Kate Obs). In turn
comments such as “I’m sure there’s nobody who would mind if someone
said ‘What are you doing?’ ‘What’s your idea?’” (Kate, Obs) conveyed
to students that disclosing their ideas, seeking help, and gaining the
response of others was a customary, acceptable, and beneficial part of the
writing process. Consequently, during a number of lessons students were
observed taking the initative by using the designated floor space away
from their desks to interact with each other independently of Kate. Bryan,
for example, in moving over to a group of three other students, sought
audience response to his work in progress. Spontaneously, he sought peers’
feedback about his use of particular visual and textual features in his oneframed cartoon. Bryan’s peers were receptive to his request. They drew his
attention to their own works in progress, sharing and talking about their
use of similar techniques.
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Kate also created formal spaces that facilitated student access to peers’
work. For example midway through the unit students were asked to leave
their cartoons on their desks for public viewing. Prior to students viewing
these works in progess, class attention was drawn to specific language
features that students needed to look for. Significantly, more than 20
minutes of the lesson were devoted to the public perusal of peers’ works
in progress. From Kate’s perspective, providing students with the access,
time, and space to view work afforded them opportunities to explain and
elaborate to others the focus of their work, ask questions about peers’ work,
and garner reader response to works in progress. She also believed that, in
turn, such access could be used as an aid to improvement.
At the end of the unit, Kate’s students were expected to use an assessment
rubric to make an appraisal of their own work and, subsequently, to work
in pairs to appraise the work of at least two peers. Kate emphasized to her
students the need to appraise in pairs, as students “think differently,” and
therefore a vital aspect of appraisal was “discuss[ing] it [the work]” (Kate,
Obs) from different perspectives. In this way Kate drew attention to the
importance of discussion, justification (through the selection and use of
evidence drawn from the work), and negotiation when making judgments
about quality in writing. In some instances disrepancies between a student’s
self-appraisal and judgments made by peers became evident. Potentially
such discrepancies could have caused students to doubt their own or their
peers’ capacity and competency to make trustworthy judgments about the
quality of a piece of writing. However this was not the case. Students were
observed articulating and elaborating upon the reasons for their judgments.
Significantly, review of peers’ work highlighted for students the somewhat
idiosyncratic nature of reader response to a piece of writing.

Discussion
Much has been written about the importance of trust within the
context of school leadership (e.g., Tschannen-Moran, 2014) and higher
education (e.g., Carless, 2013). However, less attention has been paid to the
role trust plays in regard to classroom-based learning in general; or more
specifically, in the development of elementary students’ writing skills and
behaviors. Building on the work of Reina and Reina (2006), Carless (2013)
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has argued that trust is an essential element that must be fostered to ensure
students feel competent and confident to participate in activities such as
peer review. Competence trust, or trust in a person’s ability to carry out
the task at hand competently and confidently, is the first trust dimension.
As illustrated in this article, both teachers sent clear and consistent
messages to students that they and their peers possessed the knowledge,
skills, and dispositional qualities to make the judgments about the quality
of their writing and how that writing could be improved. Significantly, to
reinforce this message, teachers did not ask all the questions or provide all
the answers and solutions to students’ writing problems. Consistent with
what Bayraktar (2012) has recommended, teachers encouraged students to
generate ideas and solutions to their writing problems. As such, teachers
emphasized to students the need to adopt a receptive stance (Mangelsdorf
& Schlumberger, 1992) towards the work of others. Given what is known
about student reluctance to trust the quality of peers’ feedback (Fei, 2006),
the fostering of competency trust is an important trust dimension that
all teachers need to pay attention to within the context of the writing
classroom.
While comptence trust is essential to the creation of a trusting,
learning environment so too is communication trust. As Marama in
particular illustrated and emphasized, the development of communication
trust can counteract the potential threats to student self-confidence and
self-esteem when making learning public. Both teachers in this study
promoted communication trust by highlighting the challenges inherent in
mastering different writing genres and reinforced to students that problems
encountered were to be expected and could be resolved. To encourage a
receptive rather than a judgmental stance (Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger,
1992) to the quality of students’ writing, Marama and Kate modeled for
students how to look for evidence in work and then use that evidence as
the basis for healthy debate, possible dissent (Fraser, 2012), and resolution.
In modeling these practices the teachers illustrated dispositional qualities
such as respect and empathy. Observation of student behavior when
engaged in the critique of others’ work suggests that they too adopted a
receptive stance as they offered solutions to peers’ problems or dilemmas.
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Writing is a recursive process (Harris, Graham, MacArthur, Reid, &
Mason, 2011; McGrail & Davis, 2011) yet in many instances this process is
hidden from students’ view. All too frequently writers are denied ample and
authentic opportunities to create, revise, and recraft substantive aspects of
their texts in an ongoing and iterative manner; to see the “messiness” of
others’ works in progress (Ward & Dix, 2004); or to talk purposefully with
others about their writing (Glasswell & Parr, 2009). In the current study
the creation of formal and informal learning spaces provided students with
easy access to the texts of fellow writers. Teachers believed the formal and
informal access to writers’ works in progress, along with encouragement
to publicly declare problems of practice, provided students with the joint
focus necessary for revisions to occur. Having the opportunity to see
writing during various stages of production presented students with the
chance to evaluate the quality of work produced, including their own. In
turn these opportunities not only facilitated the provision of audience
reaction in relation to the intent and purpose of a writer’s work (Glasswell &
Parr, 2009) but also the chance to respond to these reactions in subsequent
iterations of work. Unlike the students in Fei’s (2006) study, observational
evidence suggests the students in this study took notice of, and acted on,
their peers’ feedback. It also suggests students as writers took the role of
assessor and critical friend seriously.

Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Research
Albeit small-scale in nature, the current study provides insights into
two teachers’ practices through their cultivation of competency and
communication trust and modeling of a receptive stance to the critique of
work aimed at facilitating student participation and engagement in peer
review. As a result, teachers hoped students would focus on the substantive
features of writing through sustained participation in cohesive and
productive working relationships with their peers. Observational evidence
suggests students engaged in peer review to consider their performance in
relation to what was desired and to take action to close the gap between
the two. However, students’ perspectives were not part of the original
research design and this omission must be acknowledged as a limitation.
It is acknowledged that “without the learner’s perspective the crucially
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important affective and interactional aspects of learners’ responses to
feedback [and peer review] are likely to be missing” (Hargreaves, 2013, p.
230). Further research in this area would therefore be a valuable addition
to the field.
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This qualitative study reports on teachers’ (formative) feedback practices in
writing instruction. Observations and interviews were used to collect data
from 10 upper-secondary school teachers of English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) writing classes in Norway. The findings indicate that while the teachers
attempt to comply with the requirements of the national curriculum regarding formative assessment, and acknowledge the pivotal role of feedback in
that pedagogy, the dominant tendency is still to deliver feedback to a finished
text. As such, there is limited use of feedback for that text and no resubmission of the text for new assessment, while feedforward is reduced to the
correction of language mistakes, which does not foster writing development
except for language accuracy. The limited use of formative feedback suggests
the need for more systematic professional development of the teachers.
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Feedback is recognized as one of the driving forces in writing
development and as an essential pedagogical tool in writing instruction.
Its pivotal role emanates from process-oriented writing approach in the
1980s, and in the 1990s feedback became recognized as one of the main
principles of formative assessment (FA). Black and Wiliam (1998) claim
that “for assessment to be formative, the feedback information has to be
used” (p. 16). In this regard, Sadler (1989) argues that “the information
about the gap between actual and reference level is considered as feedback
only when it is used to alter the gap” (p. 121; italics in original). This is
known as formative feedback, and is the focus of this article.
Because of the effectiveness of formative feedback in the learning
progress, feedback-enhanced instruction has been introduced in all
subject areas and at all educational levels (Sadler, 1998), including writing
instruction. Teaching writing is demanding, and formative feedback has
become a prime concern of any writing teacher, be it in a first language
(L1) or second language1 (L2) context. However, feedback that aims to
improve writing needs to conform to FA pedagogy (Parr & Timperley,
2010), which involves being more prospective rather than retrospective
(Wiliam, 2010) and, quite importantly, being “actionable” by the students
(Alvarez, Ananda, Walqui, Sato, & Rabinowitz, 2014, p. 4).
In Europe FA was first introduced in the 1990s by the Assessment
Reform Group in the United Kingdom (e.g., Black & Wiliam, 1998),
and soon reached Norway. After the Ministry of Education and
Research in Norway introduced new assessment regulations in 2009
(Kunnskapsdepartementet [KD], 2009), which had a clear emphasis on
FA, it became a national goal for the teachers to learn and use FA. An
FA project for 2010–2014 was launched (Utdanningsdirektoratet [UDIR],
2010), with a number of courses and workshops being offered to teachers
(e.g., Burner, 2015b). In spite of these efforts studies and reports give
evidence of poor FA literacy among teachers and call for more training
(Smith, 2011), especially with regard to providing feedback (Organisation
1 A second language (L2) normally refers to the language learned after the mother tongue, which in this case is
English. The abbreviations L2, ESL (English as a second language), and EFL (English as a foreign language) are used
synonymously in this paper except for the context when they refer to one specifically.
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for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2011, review). To
that end, this study is to investigate the status of (formative) feedback in
writing in the subject of English in Norwegian upper secondary school
classes.

Literature Review
Formative Feedback in the Writing Classroom
The process approach to writing introduced writing as a “recursive
process,” with the emphasis on feedback on drafts in progress to stimulate
revision. In Norway, the breakthrough for process writing came in 1985,
when writing pedagogy was discussed explicitly for the first time and used
by L1 writing teachers (Ongstad, 2002). Process writing soon became well
known among English teachers as well.
In writing instruction there has been extensive debate on types of
feedback, in particular whether the feedback should focus on form or
on content. A large number of studies (e.g., Connors & Lunsford, 1993;
F. Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2004) criticize writing teachers for paying a great
deal of attention to language issues. One explanation for this is that L2
teachers need to teach writing conventions while also working to develop
the target language. Thus, the challenge is to decide how to balance these
two. After long debates on this issue, the situation continues to favor form
(e.g., Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Lee, 2007a, 2008; Lee & Coniam, 2013).
In Norway, the situation in the EFL context is mixed, some studies show
form-orientation (Burner, 2016), while other studies indicate that the
focus has shifted from correcting language mistakes to more global issues
(Horverak, 2015).
As to how feedback should be delivered, the influence of many studentcentered theories, such as process theories and FA, have led to teachers’
written feedback being supplemented with peer feedback, teacher–student
conferencing, and self-generated feedback (e.g., K. Hyland, 2003; Black &
Wiliam, 1998). This requires students to be trained to self-assess their own
texts, and to provide feedback to their peers (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
This focus on student involvement rests on the expectation that formative
feedback triggers reflection with regard to what the students are aiming to
learn (Alvarez et al., 2014).
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To meet the demanding nature of feedback, many experts have
suggested universally accepted feedback practices (e.g., Hyland & Hyland,
2006; Ferris, 2014; Shute, 2008). For example, Ferris (2014) presents a list
of “best feedback practices” (p. 8). It comprises a broad range of focus (e.g.,
content, organization, language, mechanics, and style) in both written and
oral feedback; prioritized feedback focusing on global- and then local-level
concerns; selective and indirect error correction for long-term benefits;
feedback on multiple drafts; multiple sourced feedback; teacher–student
conferencing; and so on. In fact, most of these best feedback practices
reflect the basic principles of feedback in FA (McGarrel & Verbeem, 2007).
A final issue is the need to assure that students can use the feedback
to improve the text (e.g., Huot & Perry, 2009; Shute, 2008; Sadler, 1998) by
being allowed to resubmit the text for new assessment (Nicol & MacfarlaneDick, 2006). Indeed, Lee (2007b) stresses the need to make resubmission
possible since “writing assessment still tends to draw teachers’ and learners’
attention to summative functions more than its formative potential” (p.
203). That assessment rarely requires the use of feedback has also been
found in L1 context in Norway (Bueie, 2015).
The recognition of feedback in writing instruction has led to greater
interest for research in this field (e.g., Ferris & Roberts, 2001; F. Hyland,
2003; Sommers, 2006; Parr & Timperley, 2010; Jonsson, 2013; Ferris, 2014).
However, studies of feedback in L2 writing that draw on FA theory are still
scarce. Icy Lee and colleagues have done such studies in an Asian context
(e.g., Lee, 2007a, 2008; Lee & Coniam, 2013) and found that assessment
and feedback still occur in single-draft writing and serve mainly summative
purposes. Another study, by Lee and Coniam (2013), points to writing
teachers’ need to get professional support and collaboration for successful
implementation of FA. In Norway, however, there have been only a few
studies of feedback and FA pedagogy in EFL writing (Horverak, 2015;
Burner, 2016, 2015; Saliu-Abdulahi, forthcoming). Some show positive signs
of changing assessment and feedback practices in line with FA (Horverak,
2015), and an intervention study by Burner (2015) shows improvement with
regard to self- and peer-assessment and the centrality of revision. However,
another study by Burner (2016) shows a lack of proper implementation of
FA principles and a poor understanding of some elements by the students.
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Similar results were found in other multidisciplinary studies in Norway
(Havnes, Smith, Dysthe, & Ludvigsen, 2012; Gamlem & Munthe, 2014). In
other words, there is a clear need to investigate further the implementation
of formative feedback in Norwegian EFL writing instruction, which is the
aim of this study.
More specifically, the present study is to investigate feedback practices
in EFL writing instruction in the first year of upper secondary school—in
the eleventh and final year of compulsory English in Norwegian schools,
which means the first year of upper secondary schools. Toward that end,
we address the following two research questions:
1. What are the classroom feedback practices of English subject
teachers in writing instruction?
2. To what extent is feedback in writing instruction used for learning
purposes?

Methods
This qualitative study uses classroom observations and semistructured
interviews to investigate feedback practices and utilization from English
subject teachers’ perspectives.
Context and Participants
English in Norway has traditionally been considered a foreign language,
but in reality it is perceived more as a “second language” due to the high
levels of competence and the familiarity with the language among the
general population. There is extensive language input through the media,
and proficiency levels are also quite high. As stated by Simensen (2010),
“English is Scandinavia’s second language and is almost spoken fluently
throughout” (p. 474).
Participants in the present study are teachers who teach in the firstyear upper secondary school, general (academic) study program (year
11, 16-year-olds). This is the final year of English, which is an obligatory
subject from grade 1, and students’ achievement at this level, especially in
writing skills, is very important for their future academic education.2 In
2 The syllabus is common for students in both the academic and vocational strands, with the difference being that
the vocational students take the course over two years instead of one.
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the recent Knowledge Promotion curricula (KD, 2006/2013), the English
subject area has clear and fairly explicit aims for written communication.
These require students to be able to write different types of texts with
proper structure and coherence, and to adapt the language to purpose
and situation. They are also expected to understand and use an extensive
vocabulary, use patterns for orthography and word inflection, and use
sources critically (KD, 2006/2013). Furthermore, at the end of each school
year a number of students are selected for national examinations in either
oral or written English. This written examination is fairly demanding and
has a clear washback3 effect in the teaching of writing at this level. As
preparation for this exam, students spend a whole day to take the so-called
mock examinations, often using recent examination papers.
The sample of the present study comprises 10 teachers from eight
different schools in Oslo and in neighboring Akershus county. These are
fairly representative for the region, being a good mix regarding instructor
profile, admission standards, and students’ background. Table 1 provides
an overview of the teacher sample.
Table 1
Profile of the Informants in the Study

Number of teachers:
			

10 upper secondary school teachers (2 males and
8 females), identified as T1 to T10

Teaching experience: 1.5 to more than 20 years of teaching experience 		
(7 out of 10 had more than 10 years of teaching 		
			
			experience)
7 teachers had Norwegian as L1, 3 teachers had 		
Teachers’ L1: 		
			English as L1
Qualifications: 		
			

4 with BA (two of them had further qualifica		
tion), 5 with MA, and one with PhD

These teachers were first observed and then interviewed. The following
section will describe the instruments and procedure of data collection.
3 Washback is the possible influence of an important test (e.g., a national exam) on teaching and learning processes,
which can be either positive or negative (Alderson & Wall, 1993).
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Instruments and Procedure
During the spring term of 2014, different teachers were first observed
teaching 13 English writing lessons; the lesson observations were followed
up with interviews. Observations were event driven, meaning we went to
observe when teachers notified us that they had a feedback-related lesson.
Table 2 below gives an overview of the observation data that was used for
analysing with regard to research question 1.
Table 2
Overview of the Observation Data
Teacher

School

			

Number of
observations

Feedback to
finished text

Feedback
between drafts

Teacher 1

School 1		1		

x

Teacher 2

School 2*				

x

Teacher 3

School 3						x

Teacher 4

School 4*		

1		

x

Teacher 5

School 4		

1		

x

Teacher 6

School 5		

1		

x

Teacher 7

School 2		

1		

x

Teacher 8

School 6		

1		

x

Teacher 9

School 7		2				x

Teacher 10

School 8		2				x

Total		

8		13		7 (teachers)

3 (teachers)

* This school was visited twice to observe two different teachers.

As can be seen from the table, three teachers in three different schools
were observed two times because they were working with multiple
drafting, which meant there was a second observation of their follow-up
with students on the same text. However, each of them used a different
form of between-draft feedback. Table 3 below summarizes the work of
these teachers.
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Table 3
Forms of Between-Draft Feedback Delivery
Teacher		

Mode of delivery

Subject-involved

T3		

Written		

Teacher

T9		

Oral

Peers/teacher

T10		

Oral		

Teacher

During the observations field notes were taken and observation forms
with predesigned tasks and categories (e.g., feedback sources, mode of
delivery, revision, etc.) were filled in. It was also possible to get a glimpse
on the commented texts of the students who were sitting just in front of us
(be it hard copies or digital texts on their computer screens).
The interviews took place after the observations, lasted about an
hour, and were based upon an interview guide that was developed from
the existing literature relevant to this study, our teaching experience, and
observations during the piloting4 of the instruments. We did not follow
the guide slavishly and rephrased the questions when necessary (Johnson
& Turner, 2003). The semistructured interview focused on: feedback form,
time, and focus; grading and feedback; follow-up stages; and so on. During
the interviews some teachers accessed the electronic platform used in the
schools for educational purposes (e.g., Fronter, ITS Learning) to show how
they gave comments there. While not primary data, this and the comments
on texts seen during observations helped us visualize the appearance of
feedback in the text.
Analysis
For the analysis we used thematic analysis as described by Braun and
Clarke (2006). Based on a careful and repeated reading of the interview
transcriptions, meaningful patterns were identified, and we used structured
coding to reduce and simplify the data (Dörnyei, 2007). The resulting salient
themes were later grouped with illustrative and representative quotes for
4 Interviews and observations were piloted in three schools and that helped make adjustments for later data collection with the observation form and interview guides. Copies of observation and interview guides are available
upon request from the first author.
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each category. Finally, an assistant researcher was asked to peer-check the
reliability and validity of the categories by testing one third of the material,
with a satisfactory 70% agreement rate.
The analyses resulted in two main categories. The first, feedback nature,
had the following subcategories: (1) feedback source (teacher, student
self, peers); (2) feedback form (written and oral); and (3) feedback focus
(local vs. global). This category sheds light on the first research question
of this study, What feedback practices do the teachers use? The second
main category, feedback function, comprised (1) feedback follow-up (revise
sentence/error correction, revise content/structure and read only) and (2)
time of feedback delivery (during the process of text creation and after the
text is produced and graded). This category was intended to answer the
second research question, To what extent is feedback used for learning
purposes? Last, there was a third category with themes identified as closely
related to feedback, namely assessment criteria, grading, and checklists.

Findings
In this section we present the analyses of the observations and
interviews, starting with the first research question regarding teachers’
feedback practices and continuing with the second question regarding the
use of feedback for learning.
Research Question 1: Teachers’ Feedback Practices
With regard to feedback practices, while a few teachers in the present
study use all recommended forms and types of feedback, the majority do
not.
The dominant pattern of feedback is teacher-written feedback on
single-draft writing, and the cursory examinations of the commented
texts of students, in the interviews and during observations, illustrate the
dominance of this type. Written comments are given as interlinear and/
or in the margin (for local-level issues) and as endnotes (for global-level
issues). Normally these are supplemented with overall comments on the
electronic platform, a summary of what the students have achieved, and
two or three important points they need to work on in the future. Usually
these are written in the L1 so that students can understand the feedback
better.
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As for oral feedback, such as teacher-student conferencing, this was
little used. In our sample, the majority of the teachers, when asked what
the most successful feedback was, agreed that a combination of teacher’s
written and oral feedback was best. They said this was because “you look
students in their eyes,” “you can cover different aspects at once,” and so
on. However, in spite of this unanimity, only two teachers (T9, T10) use it
in an organized and systematic way. Teacher 10, who does this regularly,
uses a checklist to guide students in this process and says, “What I get
to communicate orally would be very hard to communicate in a written
mode.” The other teachers said they did so less systematically, which was
confirmed in the observations. Often they would do it upon the students’
request, or more in general for the entire class. One teacher (T6) reported
using this approach in exceptional situations—for example, with a dyslectic
student or when a text has too many errors in order “not to overkill with
many comments everywhere”—and added that this was not a very effective
way because “many things can be forgotten.”
A number of teachers who believed in the efficacy of individual oral
feedback but still did not use it, or did so infrequently, blamed this on
workload and time constraints. They explained that they would have given
more oral feedback if the overall demand for documentation was lower and
they had more time (e.g., T7 and T5).
The other form of oral feedback was the whole class feedback, which
frequently took place when teachers returned commented and graded texts
to students (e.g., T6, T7, T8) and asked them to work with corrections. In
this whole class feedback, teachers briefly addressed more general issues of
writing (common assessment criteria of language, content, and structure)
and recurrent issues, such as level of language formality, thesis sentence,
paragraph development, answering the task, and so on. Student follow-up
work, however, tended to focus only on sentence correction.
Self-assessment, a recommended form of feedback in formative
pedagogy, was also prevalent, and several teachers reported that this
resulted in students becoming more involved in the feedback process (T9,
T6, T7). They introduced this in slightly different ways, for instance, by
asking students to self-evaluate their text based on the learning objectives
before handing it in to the teacher, and/or to self-evaluate using the
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assessment criteria before seeing the grade given by the teacher. However,
none of the teachers stated that they would check the self-evaluations at
any point. These criteria for self-assessment have been developed by the
Directorate of Education and Training. In addition to using these criteria
for the students’ self-assessment, almost all the teachers referred to using
the criteria in other situations: to explain expectations at the beginning of
the school year (T7), before a task is to be written to let students know what
will be evaluated (T5), and before papers are returned to the students (T1,
T3). For those who use the criteria when returning the papers with grades,
they serve as a tool to support the grade. Indeed, the need to support and
explain grades is why almost all teachers see feedback as having a dual
function: as a means to helping students improve their writing on the one
hand, and to provide “hard evidence for the grades” on the other (T1, T2,
T5). In line with this, Teacher 9 says, “When the kids start understanding
why they get the grade that they get, they can start doing something to
improve.”
Regarding peer feedback, the prevailing situation in this study is that
majority of the teachers do not see much value in it because they think
students are not able to provide good feedback. Still, they often include
it in their teaching “just to lighten up the teaching and vary” (T7). Some
teachers will do this with smaller writing tasks, and some would ask
students to give feedback on anonymous texts instead. Teacher 9, who
is among those who are more enthusiastic about this form of feedback,
argues that if peer reviewing is done in an organized way with some aids,
such as checklists for guidance, it can make students more involved and
contribute to learning.
As for the focus of feedback, this ranged from local- (e.g., grammar,
mechanics, punctuation) to global-level concerns (e.g., content,
organization, structure), and varied in emphasis depending on students’
level. This is what the teachers said in the interviews, but the same could
be seen during the interviews when some teachers accessed their feedback
on student texts from electronic platforms to demonstrate particular
comments. This, together with the occasional glimpse of comments on
students’ texts during classroom observations, helped us understand the
focus of their written feedback.
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All in all, the interviews and classroom observations show that the
predominant practice was teacher written feedback covering both local
and global issues in a single-draft writing approach. The other forms of
feedback, such as peer feedback and teacher-student conferencing, were
used unevenly to the point of being neglected. Nevertheless, there was a
tendency to work more regularly and in many ways with self-assessment.
Research Question 2: Use of Feedback for Learning
As mentioned in connection with the use of assessment criteria, one
of the main findings in this study is that feedback has more a summative
than formative function, primarily being used to explain a grade that
is delivered simultaneously with the teachers’ comments. Indeed, the
summative function tends to dominate, and teachers are quite aware that
this is problematic, even counterproductive. They admit that the students
tend to be interested in the grade only. As Teacher 2 says, “They want to
get reasons . . . I feel I have to make it clear when I correct the papers
what’s been in that grade.” Teachers 4 and 5 feel that students do not take
the feedback task seriously if there is no grade, because “the grade is what
they look for first.” Hence, Teacher 9 is critical of this and suggests trying
a new practice, such as portfolios, where students’ writing assignment will
be returned without grade because
I think often the feedback becomes your reason to give your grade and it
should be trying to teach the kids how to do better next time, not the reason
for the grade, and if you take away the grade then it’s easier to look at it
as feedback and what to do in order to improve, whereas when you give a
grade, often you have to support why you are giving a 3 or 4 or 5 or 6.5

In our observations, the follow-up stage was often reduced to reading
the comments and acting on local-level concerns, that is, error correction.
Students were often required to correct the language errors in a limited
number (8–10) of sentences, or, more infrequently, revise the thesis
statement and paragraph structure (T4, T5). This could be assigned as
classwork either before or after giving the grades. Instead, the overall
5 The grading system at this level is from 1 to 6, with 6 being the best grade.
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comments could serve to improve future writings (especially for end-ofyear exams) instead of revising the current text. This situation was observed
in the classes when teachers returned the whole-day test (e.g., T6, T7, T8)
as well as in other writing sessions. Furthermore, the interviews confirmed
that this was the predominant routine of feedback for all the writings done
throughout the year. Only 3 out of 10 teachers (see Table 3, T3, T9, and
T10) did not follow this practice; they gave students the opportunity to
hand in a second draft after revision, and then awarded the grade.
When asked if the students would be motivated to work on these
corrections when there is no influence on their grade, the teachers
who followed-up with error correction only responded that revision is
something that they need to think about more. However, only two of the
teachers expressed doubt about this approach. One was Teacher 4, who was
against the approach of revising the text and resubmitting for a new grade
because
It’s kind of cheating because you tell me what’s wrong and then I correct it
and then you give me a better grade that I wouldn’t have it if I did it on my
own.

Similar views are held by Teacher 8, who claimed that this would help the
students to
do better [based on teacher’s feedback] and get a new grade for the same
paper. . . . I would not do this, because then this is my work, I did this, I
improved the grading here . . . I’m gonna end up grading my own work.

These quotes seem to convey the opposite of the goals for formative
feedback because the teacher’s role is seen as separate from the process of
development. This is reflected in one of the teacher’s (T10) arguments:
I think it is perfectly correct to allow pupils to have a certain kind of a
guidance while they are still there producing a piece of writing, . . . if
nothing else I know what I contributed, I know what kind of guidance I
gave every pupil, so if I need to some sort of factor out my help, it is not
really a problem.
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The same teacher also notes:
I don’t think the feedback I give them leads to significant improvements
without them thinking and working really actively with what I’m saying, I
don’t think that I give in any sense kind of a finished [text], I’m generally
not formulating sentences for them. I think that the students have to be
active and creative in their response to the feedback.

This teacher acknowledges the cognitive role of feedback in helping
learning, and adds, “It seems to me to be much better to have a stage in
the middle of the writing where I can actually give them usable feedback.”
For this process-writing oriented teacher, the reason why it is important
to build in feedback in the middle of the task is because these are first-year
students who are being asked to write in a new genre (argumentative essay)
for the first time. This makes guidance during the process particularly
relevant. Giving “usable” or “actionable” feedback for immediate use with
demanding new tasks is a feedback strategy supported by Shute (2008) and
Alvarez et al. (2014).
Interestingly, most of the teachers see the feedforward process more
as an awareness-raising process with regard to mistakes. It seems that the
main concern of these teachers is how to ensure that the students read their
comments. Teacher 1 puts this as follows:
I have to write the comment on ITS Learning [electronic platform] and if
it’s gonna have some value they have to read it. . . . but having the grade
there, it makes them at least go in and they’re exposed to comments.
Whether or not they read it, I don’t know, but they are actually exposed to
it to get the grade.

On the other hand, some teachers (T3, T7, T8) admit that not much is
done in terms of revising and rewriting. This shows that they are aware of
the feedforward potential of the comments, but for some reason do not put
this into practice. Indeed, some mention that some schools do “portfolio
writing” and are better in this respect, which indicates their awareness of
the need for better follow-up strategies. Teacher 3, who does multiple-draft
writing occasionally, shows her awareness by adding, “It’s partly our fault,
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we need to make them, to teach them, and we don’t and this is probably
because of time constraints.” For Teachers 6 and 8, who would give a
chance for a “second draft,” their feedback is not substantial because on the
first draft their comments will be only “approved” or “not approved” (T8)
and “average,” “below average,” and “above average” (T6), which means that
there is no proper guidance for improving the second draft and there is no
feedback content that can actually scaffold the students in the process of
rewriting (Jonsson, 2013; Shute, 2008). Furthermore, these same teachers
admit that the average students who are not interested in improving do not
put much effort into this if they get an “approved” or “average” comment.

Discussion
This study set out to investigate feedback practices in EFL writing
instruction and their utilization for learning from the perspective of the
teachers. It found that feedback all too often focuses on explaining the
grades given and not on formative purposes. Indeed, the informants are
quite aware that receiving a grade often leads to a loss of student interest in
making use of the feedback, and that the teachers’ need to use their feedback
to justify the grades is counterproductive. Next, when there is follow-up, it
tends to focus on error correction. It also seems that most of the teachers
in this study do not require the students to act on global issues by revising
the text in question. Instead they expect and hope that the students will
use comments for future writings. Finally, only 3 of the 10 teachers allowed
students to hand in revised texts for grading. In other words, there seems
to be a clear gap between the formative feedback practices we observed and
official FA policy in Norway as well as FA pedagogy in general.
Teacher Feedback Practices
To begin with, while these teachers seem quite confident in giving
written comments on content, structure, and language, perhaps because
they can draw upon assessment guidelines when doing so, there is still a
clear imbalance between local and global issues. In fact, it is language that
these teachers seem most focused on; it would seem that error feedback
remains “a ubiquitous pedagogical practice” (Ferris, 2010, p. 198). This
reflects the findings from other studies in other contexts (e.g., Connors &
Lunsford, 1993; Lee, 2007a, 2008; Lee & Coniam, 2013). It also risks creating
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the wrong notion of writing development in favor of form among the
students (e.g., Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Saliu-Abdulahi, forthcoming).
Next, according to the principles of formative pedagogy and process
writing, not only the teacher, but the students themselves need to contribute
to and be responsible for their learning (e.g., Sadler, 1998; Black & Wiliam,
1998; 2009; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). However, our study reveals a
rather uneven follow up of this. Few of the teachers believed in the efficacy
of peer feedback and did not set tasks accordingly. On the other hand, they
were more enthusiastic about self-assessment and involved students in this
practice on a regular basis, usually with the aid of assessment criteria. This
shows at least some familiarity with FA principles and linking feedback
to learning goals, as suggested by many experts in the field (e.g., Shute,
2008; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Sadler, 1998). However, considering the
fact that this is a less demanding feedback form for the teachers, and yet
very complex for the students, the lack of follow-up on self-assessment
questions its real benefit in this context.
Furthermore, teacher–student conferencing was rarely used in the
classrooms observed in our study. This strategy of teaching and learning
tries to act in accordance with process writing and FA (e.g., K. Hyland, 2003;
Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006) by creating a dialogic conceptualization
of feedback. In this study, only 2 out of 10 (T9, T10) systematically used
this practice. These two teachers did teacher-student conferencing in an
organized and structured way by involving all students in turn, while other
teachers would do conferences only when a student requested it. This
reflects the findings of a number of other studies in the Norwegian context
(see Gamlem & Munthe, 2014; Havnes et al., 2012).
Yet another point of interest is feedback-grade relation. As shown in
many other studies (e.g., Havnes et al., 2012; Lee, 2008), this study shows
that feedback and grading are often interrelated. Hence, instead of looking
at feedback as a learning opportunity, students often stop paying attention
to feedback when they see the grades, resulting in limited feedforward
benefits (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Jonsson, 2013; Burner, 2016; SaliuAbdulahi, forthcoming). To avoid this, one of the teachers (T9, above) says:
“[. . .] feedback [. . .] should be trying to teach the kids how to do better
next time, not the reason for the grade” and suggests trying a new practice,
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such as portfolio assessment, where students’ writing assignments can
be returned without grade. This practice proved positive in a Norwegian
portfolio intervention study (Burner, 2015).
In sum, we can see a considerable gap between the (formative) feedback
practices recommended by experts (e.g., Ferris, 2014; Shute, 2008; Hattie
& Timperley, 2007; Hyland & Hyland, 2006) and what these otherwise
experienced and reasonably well-informed teachers do in the classroom.
Perhaps this is due to the fact that bringing formative assessment changes
into secondary schools is “neither speedy nor straightforward” (Hill, 2011,
p. 359). Nevertheless, these upper-secondary school teachers acknowledge
the pivotal role of formative feedback in the learning progress (like in
Burner, 2016), and express awareness of a need for more engagement with
feedback.
Use of feedback for learning.
Regarding the use of feedback for learning purposes, our findings align
with Smith (2011) and a recent OECD (2011) report that show lagging
implementation of FA, especially in providing feedback to students. The
same situation is confirmed in other multidisciplinary studies (Havnes et
al., 2012; Gamlem & Munthe, 2014), and they call for more knowledge
on quality formative feedback, as does Burner (2016) in his study in EFL
writing.
Indeed, our interviews and observations show clear weaknesses in
systematic follow-up with regard to helping students to “notice the gap”
(Sadler, 1989) and “close the gap” (Black & Wiliam, 1998). It would seem
that the teachers’ feedback is focused on “noticing the gap.” However,
“clos[ing] the gap” in the current text is less focused and acted upon, to
the point of being neglected entirely. Instead, most of the advice is directed
toward future writing instead of the current assignment. This corresponds
with what Jonsson (2013) suggests about the expectation of formative
feedback being applied in comparable or future assignments. For this
to happen, it requires that the comments are more generic and used “as
bridges to future writing assignments” (Sommers, 2006, p. 254), which is at
the expense of the text-specific and concrete comments that are so highly
valued by students (see, for example, Saliu-Abdulahi, forthcoming).
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These teachers care about making students use the feedback, but,
paradoxically, do not invite them to act beyond sentence level, that is, simple
error correction. Undoubtedly, as Ferris (2010) notes, error feedback can
facilitate L2 development and language accuracy, but only “under the right
conditions” (Ferris, 2010, p. 186). However, as the majority of the teachers
do single draft writing, it is doubtful whether these situations exemplify
“the right conditions.”
At this point, it is relevant to ask which factors can explain this lessthan-optimal situation. On the one hand, the EFL teachers in this study
acknowledge the importance of formative feedback for learning, and
yet, on the other hand, their practices are largely limited to single-draft
writing with limited follow-up and few or no opportunities to hand
in revised texts. This feedback delivery to a finished and graded text is
against the recommended feedback timing in the literature (e.g., Black &
Wiliam, 2009; Shute, 2008; Alvarez et al., 2014). One explanation is that
this is a traditional practice in Norwegian schools. Another could be that
teachers are insufficiently familiar with the principles for FA and how
these principles should be integrated in writing instruction. In addition,
as indicated by the teachers’ tendency to focus on local errors, the reason
may well be weaknesses in their English teacher education. A recent study
of novice English teachers in Norway indicates that too few teachers get
a proper grounding in text linguistics or in writing pedagogy (Rødnes,
Hellekjær, & Vold, 2014), and are often quite at loss as to how to teach
writing—apart from error correction. Finally, some of the teachers in this
study mention that their workloads, teaching plans, and schedules do not
allow sufficient time for multiple-draft writing, a point that is also echoed
in Burner (2016).
A final question is how typical, or transferable, these findings are from
a fairly small qualitative study with 10 respondents from eight different
schools to other contexts. One argument in favor of transferability is that
our findings are echoed in other studies both internationally (e.g., Ferris,
2014; Lee, 2004, 2007a, 2008; Lee & Coniam, 2013) and nationally (e.g.,
Havnes et al., 2012; Burner, 2016, 2015; Bueie, 2015). Another is that our
findings are supported by the data from the student interviews from these
classrooms (see Saliu-Abdulahi, forthcoming). Further, what was seen
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during the observations has been in accordance with what the teachers
said they do, although in the interviews they articulate more explicit
understanding of the role of feedback learning. In other words, despite
the limited sample in this qualitative study, there is reason to argue that
our findings are transferable to similar contexts in Norway and perhaps
elsewhere.

Conclusions and Implications
The main findings in this study are that the observed feedback
practices in Norwegian EFL instruction with single-draft writing, a
counterproductive combination of summative and formative feedback, a
focus on error correction, and the neglect of global errors combined with a
lack of focus on handing in revised texts, do not align with official FA policy
in Norway or with FA pedagogy in general. Indeed, it would seem that the
principle in the quote used at the beginning of this paper—“for assessment
to be formative, the feedback information has to be used” (Black & Wiliam,
1998, p. 16)—remains a practical challenge for Norwegian EFL teachers of
today.
One possible explanation is that the teachers observed and interviewed
in this study are insufficiently familiar with FA writing instruction. Another
may be that they lack the subject matter knowledge needed to identify and
teach students to work with global errors. In addition, perhaps quite an
important issue is whether and to what extent teachers are hindered by
their workloads from engaging in multiple-draft writing. Consequently,
further studies of these issues are needed, preferably with a larger sample
of teachers.
To conclude, teachers need time, support, and knowledge to effectively
bring FA into their classrooms. We would contend, however, that more
knowledge about teachers’ educations and workloads as possible
constraining factors is needed before the poor implementation of FA
pedagogy in Norwegian EFL instruction can be addressed.
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Studies that have reported delayed positive effects for written corrective
feedback (WCF) have typically targeted the use of articles for first- and subsequent-mention functions, using narrowly focused corrections that lack
ecological validity. Not much is known about how different grammatical features react to mid-focused and unfocused WCF options, which enjoy more
ecological validity. This study investigates the delayed effect of different types
of WCF on English as a foreign language (EFL) learners’ accurate use of three
features of English grammar (articles, infinitive, and unreal conditional).
Four groups of participants (N = 77) were treated with different feedback
options (mid-focused corrections, unfocused corrections, unfocused corrections plus revision, and no corrective feedback). WCF did not produce
lasting accuracy gains, nor did it help corrected students outperform uncorrected students on a delayed posttest.
Keywords: accuracy, mid-focused WCF, unfocused WCF, revision
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Introduction
In a review of WCF studies, Truscott (1996) claimed that primary
feedback studies showed correction to be harmful to accuracy, and he
built a case for the abandonment of WCF in second language (L2) writing
courses. Several researchers reacted to Truscott’s review and questioned
the validity of his radical thesis. Ferris (1999), for instance, maintained
that empirical evidence was too limited to warrant the kind of conclusions
drawn by Truscott. A few years later, there was a surge in experimental
studies that set out to shed light on the efficacy of WCF. The results of the
early attempts (e.g., Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Chandler, 2003;
Fazio, 2001) were not very encouraging for proponents of correction (see
Truscott, 2007). Subsequently, researchers began to utilize highly focused
corrections targeted at a couple of grammatical features, which showed
that focused correction can produce significant gains in the accurate use
of English articles for first- and subsequent-mention functions (Bitchener,
2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2010a, 2010b; Sheen, 2007). Other studies
showed that less focused corrections also have potential to help improve the
accuracy of the two functions of English articles (Ellis, Sheen, Murakami,
& Takashima, 2008; Sheen, 2007), but there is very little empirical evidence
that WCF raises accuracy when targeted at other grammatical features.
One question that remains unanswered is whether there is a middle
ground between correcting a range of grammatical errors (i.e., unfocused
WCF), which seems to be ineffective in producing delayed accuracy gains,
and correcting one or two error categories only (i.e., focused WCF), which
lacks ecological validity. Is it possible to incorporate the effectiveness
of highly focused corrections and the ecological validity of unfocused
corrections into “mid-focused” WCF that targets a manageable number of
error categories? If WCF is targeted at a manageably small number of error
categories, will it be effective in helping L2 writers improve the accuracy
of those structures on a delayed posttest? The aim of the present study was
to investigate whether mid-focused corrections produce better delayed
effects than (a) unfocused corrections, (b) unfocused corrections coupled
with an opportunity to revise in class, and (c) writing practice alone. For
this purpose, the accuracy of three English grammatical structures (i.e.,
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the use of articles for first and subsequent mentions, the infinitive, and the
unreal conditional) was tracked using a pretest, an immediate posttest, and
a delayed posttest administered one month after the treatment.

Literature Review
This section first discusses focused and unfocused corrections in L2
writing and details the studies that have experimented with these two types
of corrective feedback, attempting to shed light on the factors that might
help explain the conflicting results of the past and recent studies. The criteria
for including a study in this part of the literature review were as follows:
inclusion of a control group in the design, inclusion of a delayed posttest
to measure delayed effects, use of reasonably authentic and valid measures
of writing accuracy rather than such formal measures as multiple-choice
grammar tests, and inclusion of new pieces of writing rather than revision
tasks. Afterwards, revision and its significance in L2 writing is discussed.
Finally, a separate section is devoted to the discussion of “dynamic WCF”
studies, despite the lack of delayed posttests and true control groups that
did not receive corrective feedback in dynamic WCF studies. The reason is
that dynamic WCF studies share the concerns of the present study about
the ecological validity of recent WCF studies that have reported positive
outcomes for focused feedback.
Focused and Unfocused Feedback
In terms of focus, corrections are normally categorized into two types:
focused and unfocused. Focused corrections, which have been utilized in
a large number of studies in recent years with positive results, are offered
on only one error category. Highly focused studies, such as Bitchener and
Knoch (2010a, 2010b), have provided corrections on only two aspects of an
error category (i.e., first- and subsequent-mention uses of English articles).
Unfocused correction, which is also known as comprehensive correction,
involves corrective feedback on a range of error categories. Liu and Brown
(2015) have introduced the term mid-focused to refer to WCF that targets
two to five error categories. If attention and noticing are factors that facilitate
learning grammatical forms, as Schmidt (1994) argues, then corrections
must become less useful to students as they lose focus. Thus, compared
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to corrections that are offered on a wide variety of error categories, highly
focused corrections have a better chance of being noticed by language
learners. For this reason, recent scholarship has strongly advocated the use
of focused corrections in writing courses.
Considering the results of recent feedback studies, one may be tempted
to conclude that WCF is effective when it is focused on a simple and rulegoverned aspect of grammar. However, it has been demonstrated by
Shintani and Ellis (2013) that highly focused corrections might not help
improve the accuracy of late-acquired features of grammar, even if they
are simple and rule-governed. Shintani and Ellis provide evidence that
although highly focused corrections increase the combined accuracy index
of first- and anaphoric-reference functions of English articles, when the
effects are teased apart, it can be demonstrated that it is only the anaphoricreference function that benefits from corrective feedback and that the firstmention function is not affected by correction. Also, Fazio (2001) reported
that focused corrections targeted at French grammatical spelling produced
negative outcomes in terms of writing accuracy. Nevertheless, except for
these two studies, the majority of the studies that have experimented with
focused corrections have reported big delayed advantages for corrected
students (see Bitchener & Knoch, 2010a for an overview).
One question that remains to be answered satisfactorily is whether
WCF can prove effective when the focus of corrections is obscured with
feedback that is less focused. The studies that have reported positive results
for WCF have generally highlighted and focused on two functions of the
article system (“a/an” for first mention and “the” for subsequent mentions)
beyond what is considered reasonable in real language classrooms. It
appears that in their efforts to prove the efficacy of WCF, researchers have
experimented with types of feedback that lack ecological validity and
potential for pedagogical application.
Even if there is compelling and irrefutable evidence to support the
efficacy of focused corrections, there are at least two major reasons to explore
the efficacy of less focused corrections. First of all, the actual culture of error
correction in real-world classrooms demands the kind of correction that is
not nearly as focused as the correction techniques utilized in recent WCF
research. Although unfocused corrections are not recommended in recent
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feedback scholarship, there is evidence that students demand corrections
on all of their errors (Leki, 1991; Komura, 1999) and that language teachers
normally offer corrections on a range of grammatical errors on the same
essay (Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008). Thus, despite all the
recent recommendations, comprehensive correction seems to be the option
that enjoys ecological and face validity, and the use of focused corrections
is limited to the context of second language acquisition (SLA) studies.
The second reason is that early work in SLA shows that the course of
acquisition is U-shaped (Kellerman, 1983). Focused feedback seems to be
based on a linear concept of language acquisition: That is to say, students
develop perfect or near-perfect command over certain linguistic structures
and proceed to other structures in an additive fashion. Given the small
number of essays produced during an instructional course, it would be
impractical to use highly focused corrections to target a particular error
category on more than a couple of occasions, whereas mid-focused
corrections can be used to target a particular error category at different
points in time. Thus, with mid-focused corrections, which do not assume
a linear course of acquisition, L2 writing instructors can attempt to treat
errors that keep reappearing in student compositions.
Of the studies that have experimented with unfocused corrections
targeted at grammatical categories other than first- and subsequentmention functions of English articles, only a few have reported positive
outcomes for WCF (i.e., Chandler, 2003; Lalande, 1982; Sheen, Wright, &
Moldawa, 2009; Van Beuningen, De Jong, & Kuiken, 2012). The positive
results of Chandler (2003) and Lalande (1982) have been discussed and
rejected by Truscott (2007), who showed that both authors had promoted
their negative results as positive. Similar points can be made about the
other two studies, which will be detailed below.
Sheen, Wright, and Moldawa (2009) set out to provide evidence for
the efficacy of focused feedback (targeted at first- and subsequent-mention
uses of English articles) and comprehensive corrections offered on a range
of error categories. Unlike the studies reviewed by Truscott (1996), the
study tracked the structures that had been corrected in earlier student
essays. It can be argued that comprehensive feedback studies of the 1980s
and 1990s failed in terms of accuracy improvement simply because they
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did not track specific structures and reported a general index of accuracy.
Challenging the conclusions of the Truscott and Hsu (2008) study, Bruton
(2009) maintains that if the study had tracked the structures that had
been corrected instead of reporting a general index of accuracy, signs of
improvement might have been detected. This is a legitimate point. After
all, it is not logical to correct a certain set of structures and then attempt
to measure the effect on those structures as well as a number of other
unrelated structures. Despite the claims by the authors to the contrary, the
results of the Sheen et al. (2009) study show that unfocused corrections are
not effective even when a select set of structures are corrected and tracked
over time. In fact, the students who had received writing practice alone
improved as much as or more than the students who had received either
focused or unfocused corrections, both in the use of articles for first and
subsequent mentions and in the use of the five grammatical categories
targeted in the study. One important point is that the group Sheen et al.
refer to as “control” was disadvantaged in terms of writing practice, as it
did not perform two of the tasks that the other groups completed. For this
reason, and in order to be consistent in the use of the term control, it is best
if the “writing practice” group is considered the true control group.
Van Beuningen, De Jong, and Kuiken (2012) included four
feedback conditions in their design: comprehensive direct corrections,
comprehensive indirect corrections, self-correction, and writing practice.
As with the Sheen et al. (2009) study, despite what the authors have
claimed, because the students in the self-correction group were made
conscious of their errors and were required to correct them, they cannot
be considered a true control group (see Hyland & Hyland, 2006, for a
discussion of different correction options). The only genuine control group
was the one that received writing practice alone. The results showed that
only the direct correction group outperformed the writing practice group
on the delayed posttest and that there were no other significant differences
between any of the groups. The important point about the study is that
the “positive” effects assigned by the authors to WCF were, for the most
part, the result of the writing practice and self-correction groups declining
drastically in accuracy on the delayed posttest, rather than the direct and
indirect correction groups making accuracy gains, as it was only the direct
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correction group that made small gains on the delayed posttest, with the
other three groups making declines.
Thus, apart from a few studies (e.g., Ellis et al., 2008) that have
found positive effects for unfocused corrections on the accurate use of
English articles for first and subsequent mentions, there is no evidence
that comprehensive corrections are a useful tool to promote accuracy,
particularly in the use of grammatical structures other than English
articles. Clearly, in order for WCF to have a place in writing courses as an
accuracy-promoting instructional practice, there is a need to demonstrate
the efficacy of corrective feedback (especially, ecologically valid types of
WCF such as mid-focused and unfocused corrections) on the acquisition
of other grammatical structures that vary in terms of complexity.
Revision and Its Significance
After “process writing” became popular in the 1980s and 1990s, editing
for sentence-level errors was deemphasized and delayed until the very last
stage of writing, a practice which subsequently came under criticism as
form-focused instruction gained ground in language teaching circles,
and it was argued that sentence-level errors also deserve attention in the
process of drafting and redrafting (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005). It has been
argued that revision frees up students’ attentional resources to an extent
and enables them to focus on form as well as on content. Bruton (2009)
maintains that corrective feedback cannot be expected to have positive
effects if the corrected students are not required to engage with it in some
way. Ferris (2003, 2010) has argued that the feedback studies reviewed by
Truscott (1996, 2007) failed to obtain positive results partially because they
for the most part disregarded the common practice in writing courses—
namely, prewriting, writing, feedback, and revision.
If, as Ferris (2003) argues, the failure of feedback in the studies reviewed
by Truscott (1996) can be explained by the lack of revision in those studies,
an interesting area for research would be whether requiring corrected
students to revise their essays translates into any delayed accuracy gains
in the use of corrected structures. It should be reiterated that the studies
reviewed by Truscott (1996) utilized comprehensive corrections and did
not track improvement in the use of the structures that had been corrected,

Pashazadeh, Ahsan. (2017). “The Effect of Mid-Focused and Unfocused Written Corrections
on the Acquisition of Grammatical Structures.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 56–82.

Effect of Mid-Focused and Unfocused Written Corrections on the Acquisition of Grammatical Structures •

63

reporting only a general measure of accuracy. It would be interesting to see
whether eliminating this shortcoming by tracking specific structures makes
a difference. The effect of feedback and revision on specific structures (as
opposed to feedback alone) is an area that has not been researched properly.
One way in which students can be forced to pay attention to corrections
is to require them to revise their essays by incorporating the corrections
they receive, thereby increasing the potential of corrective feedback for
consciousness-raising. It is interesting to see whether and to what extent
different grammatical structures are affected by feedback options that
differ in terms of consciousness-raising potential. If the extra time that
is spent on revision pays off in the form of improved delayed accuracy,
language teachers cannot afford to ignore revision as an accuracypromoting technique. On the other hand, if revision does not help improve
linguistic accuracy on a delayed posttest, the extra time that is spent on it is
not justifiable in terms of language acquisition (although it might still have
value as a tool that helps students produce better drafts in the short term).
Dynamic WCF
Concerns about ecological validity of WCF studies have led to
the development of dynamic WCF, an innovative approach to written
feedback (Evans, Hartshorn, & Strong-Krause, 2011; Hartshorn et al.,
2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 2012; Hartshorn & Evans, 2015). The results of
dynamic WCF studies have been encouraging, although the methodology
is more labor intensive compared to regular WCF practices. Hartshorn et
al. (2010), whose design is typical of dynamic WCF studies, experimented
with 47 advanced-level students in a U.S. university who were divided into
two groups, one experimental and one contrast. The experimental group
received dynamic WCF, involving coded feedback, instruction on how to
interpret the error codes, error logs, short 10-minute essays written almost
every day of the 15-week course, revision, assigning of grades based on
holistic assessments, and personalized corrections. The contrast group,
on the other hand, received regular process-oriented writing instruction,
consisting of multidraft essay writing coupled with corrective feedback
and revision. At the end of the experiment, the contrast group regressed
in terms of overall accuracy, whereas the experimental group improved
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significantly. The students in the experimental group were harmed slightly
in terms of fluency and complexity. Based on the findings, the authors
argue that in order for feedback to be effective, it has to be manageable,
timely, constant, meaningful, and personalized (i.e., the components of
dynamic WCF). Similar results have been reported by the other dynamic
WCF studies which were mentioned above.
In summary, previous research has shown that WCF that is narrowly
focused on the use of articles for first and subsequent mentions can help
with accuracy in terms of both immediate and delayed effects. However,
the reported delayed effects for unfocused corrections are not very
positive. In the error correction literature, the general assumption has been
that correction produces positive delayed effects, and two arguments have
been presented to explain the conflicting results of focused and unfocused
studies. The first argument is that generally unfocused correction studies did
not track the structures that had been corrected, and the second argument
is that some of these studies did not require the corrected participants to
revise their essays on the basis of the corrections, thereby undermining the
potential of WCF for raising accuracy levels. The present study attempted
to address these two shortcomings of previous unfocused WCF studies.
The following research questions were formulated:
1. Do different WCF options (i.e., mid-focused, unfocused, and
unfocused plus revision) help experimental groups outperform
the control group on a delayed posttest?
2. Does the provision of WCF or content comments help students
significantly improve the accuracy of their writings on a delayed
posttest?
The first research question is concerned with group differences and
the performance of each group in comparison with other groups, whereas
the second deals with absolute gains or declines on the delayed posttest in
comparison with pretest scores.

Pashazadeh, Ahsan. (2017). “The Effect of Mid-Focused and Unfocused Written Corrections
on the Acquisition of Grammatical Structures.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 56–82.

Effect of Mid-Focused and Unfocused Written Corrections on the Acquisition of Grammatical Structures •

65

Method
Participants and Setting
This study included 116 students from nine “pre-intermediate” classes
in an all-male language school in Tehran, Iran. The language school had
four main proficiency levels for placement purposes: elementary, preintermediate, intermediate, and advanced. It took around six months for
the students to complete each proficiency level at the language school,
assuming that they did not fail any of the 6-week “terms.” The participants
(almost all undergraduate and graduate students) had received at least six
years of formal instruction in middle and high school; however, due to
inefficiency of secondary education in Iran and very limited opportunities
to interact with native speakers, students barely learn any English in
secondary school. Generally, Iranian students who learn English in
language schools are highly motivated to acquire English for academic and
occupational success. Data from 39 of the students were excluded because
of absenteeism, dropout, and (in the case of four students) failure to
produce the targeted grammatical structures. The teachers who helped with
data collection described the rate of absenteeism and dropout as “normal”
for the language school in which the research was carried out. In terms of
mother tongue, the participants were from Persian, Azeri, Kurdish, and
Talyshi linguistic backgrounds. Thirty-seven of the 116 students said that
they had been raised bilingual, speaking Persian (the official language)
plus one of the other three languages. The ages of the participants ranged
from 17 to 46, with a mean age of 25.8. The courses that the participants
were enrolled in lasted for about six weeks and had speaking, listening,
reading, and writing components. The textbooks that were used for the
courses included in- and out-of-class writing activities. Most homework
assignments were writing activities. The students met four times a week,
and each class period was slightly more than one and a half hours. The
courses were conducted almost exclusively in English by three teachers
who agreed to help with data collection. All the teachers had over five years
of language teaching experience.
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Treatment
Students in the four feedback conditions received different treatments.
The mid-focused group (n = 23) received corrections on all errors in the use
of first- and anaphoric-reference functions of articles, the infinitive, and the
unreal conditional. In the case of the unfocused group (n = 17), all errors
in the use of the three grammatical structures (i.e., first- and anaphoricreference functions of articles, the infinitive, and the unreal conditional) as
well as a range of other error categories were corrected by the researcher:
No attempt was made to correct each and every error. The students in
the revision group (n = 16) received the same kind of corrections as the
unfocused group, and they were also required to revise their essays on
the basis of the corrections they had received. The students in the control
group (n = 21) only received a couple of general comments (such as “the
sentences about the ‘cage’ and ‘famous people’ are missing here!”) relating
to the content of their writings: No corrective feedback was provided on
the use of any grammatical structure, and care was taken not to provide
any content comments that would draw attention to grammatical errors.
The following are examples of errors that the participants made in the
use of each of the three targeted error categories:
1. Errors in the use of articles: If I saw bird* in cage*, I would free
the bird from cage*.
2. Error in the use of the infinitive: I always wanted live* in different
places.
3. Error in the use of the unreal conditional: If I were a bird, I fly* to
a new city, town or village every week to live there.
Instruments
The instruments that were utilized for this study consisted of one
demographic information questionnaire that asked for such information
as age and mother tongue, and three different reading passages coupled
with three writing tasks. The three reading passages had been constructed
carefully to include instances of the three structures targeted in the study
(namely, first- and anaphoric-reference functions of articles, the unreal
conditional, and the infinitive). The three writing tasks included instructions
that asked the students to reproduce the reading passages as closely as they
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could remember, a measure which was adopted in order to make sure the
students would produce at least a portion of the structures included in the
reading passages. The scores from the first, second, and third writing tasks
were used as pretest, immediate posttest, and delayed posttest, respectively.
The scores for accuracy in the use of the three targeted structures were
calculated using the following formula for Target-Like Use (see Pica, 1994):
Accuracy =

Correct instances provided in obligatory contexts
x 100
All obligatory contexts + suppliance in wrong contexts

For example, if the three structures were used correctly 15 times in 23
obligatory contexts and were oversupplied in 7 contexts in which their use
was not necessary, the overall accuracy score would be 50%.
Procedure
Prior to the onset of the study, the teachers were briefed in a meeting
on the kind of instruction they needed to avoid (specifically, instruction
on first- and anaphoric-reference functions of English articles, the
unreal conditional, and the infinitive, none of which were the focus of
grammar lessons in the textbook, although the infinitive and the two
functions of articles had been covered in earlier textbook units), and
they were provided with general information regarding the study and its
purpose. Having obtained the students’ agreement to participate in the
study, the researcher asked the participants to fill out a biographical data
questionnaire. Afterwards, the participants were given the first reading
task. The instructions at the top of the reading passage informed the
participants that they would be required to reproduce the same passage
after 10 minutes without being able to consult the passage. The students
were told at this point that they were free to write down key words from
the reading passage and that they would be able to ask the researcher for
help with remembering the facts from the reading passage. In the majority
of the cases, the researcher helped the students who needed prompts to
remember the content of the reading passage by giving them information
in Persian. The researcher walked around in the classrooms to make sure
nobody was writing down large stretches of the reading passages, which
would have defeated the whole purpose. The reading passages were
Pashazadeh, Ahsan. (2017). “The Effect of Mid-Focused and Unfocused Written Corrections
on the Acquisition of Grammatical Structures.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 56–82.

68 • Ahsan Pashazadeh

collected 10 minutes after distribution. All three of the reading passages
that had been designed were less than 180 words long.
After the reading passages were collected, the students were given 20
minutes to complete the first writing task, a decision that was adopted on
the basis of a small-scale piloting of one of the writing tasks with a group of
students at the same pre-intermediate proficiency level. The student essays
were collected and analyzed for accuracy in the use of the three structures
that were targeted in the study, and this yielded the pretest scores. The
errors were underlined, and the correct forms were written in red pen
above or near the underlined errors. The control group received a couple of
comments relating to content.
The essays displaying the researcher’s corrections or content comments
were returned to the students in the next class meeting. The students were
asked to look at the corrections or content comments (and in the case of
the revision group, the students were given 20 minutes to rewrite their
essays on the basis of the corrections). Afterwards, the second reading
and writing tasks were administered in the same way as the first reading
and writing tasks. The second essays were analyzed later on for accuracy
in the use of the three structures, which yielded the immediate posttest
scores. The second writing task was returned to the students a few days
later with no corrections or content comments. The researcher revisited the
classes after four weeks to administer the third reading and writing tasks,
which were analyzed for accuracy in the use of the three targeted structures
and yielded the delayed posttest scores. Except for the corrections, the
procedures that were adopted in the administration of all the three reading
and writing tasks were the same.

Results
Having scored 20 essays randomly selected from among the essays
written during the first writing session, the researcher asked a second rater
to rescore the same essays while comparing the writings to the reading
passage. The purpose of this step was to clear possible misunderstandings
caused by the large number of mistakes in some essays and to make
scoring more reliable and accurate. The inter-rater reliability score was
.94 for the three structures combined. Given the high rate of inter-rater
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reliability and the amount of work involved in scoring the essays, the rest
of the compositions were scored by the researcher alone. Also, in order
to determine intra-rater reliability, the researcher rescored the same 20
essays around three months after initial scoring, and a reliability of .96 was
obtained (for the three structures combined). Further analysis revealed that
inter-rater and intra-rater reliability values for each of the three structures
were similar to the overall reliability values, although the scores relating
to the accurate use of articles were slightly less consistent than the scores
relating to the use of the other two grammatical structures.
The descriptive statistics for the overall accuracy scores (which are
reported as percentages) are displayed in Table 1 for the experimental
and control groups at the three testing points. The overall accuracy scores
from the three testing points (i.e., pretest, immediate posttest, and delayed
posttest) were fed into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), and
a mixed within-between subjects test of analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted in order to determine whether the students in the four feedback
conditions performed differently over time. The dependent variable was
the overall accuracy scores in the use of the three structures targeted in the
present study, and the independent variables were the feedback conditions
and the testing times. Tests of statistical significance do not reveal the
magnitude of an observed effect or the effect size. Therefore, in the present
study, partial eta-squared (ηp²) will be reported as the measure of effect
size, and in line with the guidelines presented by Cohen (1988), the value
of partial eta-squared (which is always positive and varies between zero
and one) will be interpreted in the following way: The value of .01 will be
interpreted as a small effect, and the values of .06 and .14 will be interpreted
as medium and large effect sizes, respectively.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Overall Accuracy
			Pretest				Delayed
posttest
Immediate posttest
			

Mean (SD)

Mean (SD)

Mean (SD)

Mid-focused (n = 23)

17.58 (12.53)

33.41 (15.65)

22.12 (8.57)

Unfocused (n = 17)		

16.36 (8.51)

23.64 (17.60)

18.19 (9.26)

Revision (n = 16)		

13.01 (7.44)

28.03 (14.68)

15.08 (7.40)

Control (n = 21)		

14.94 (8.69)

17.14 (7.90)

17.42 (9.38)

There was a significant interaction between the feedback conditions and
the testing times with a medium effect size, F(6, 146) = 2.56; p < .05; ηp² = .09.
As is illustrated graphically in Figure 1, this means that the four groups
performed differently over time. That is to say, whereas the students in
the three feedback conditions improved and declined substantially on the
immediate and delayed posttests respectively, the control group improved
on the immediate posttest and continued improving on the delayed
posttest, although the gains in accuracy were negligible both times. As for
the main effects, there was a significant effect for the different testing times

Figure 1. Overall Accuracy Over Time
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with a very large effect size, F(2, 146) = 24.66; p < .05; ηp² = .25. Also, the effect
of the grouping variable (namely, the different feedback conditions) turned
out to be significant as well with a medium effect size, F(3, 73) = 3.49; p < .05;
ηp² = .12.
A separate test of one-way ANOVA (with the feedback conditions as the
independent variable and the overall scores from the three testing points
as the dependent variable) was conducted to specify the exact location of
significant group differences. Significant differences were detected on the
immediate posttest only, F(3, 73) = 5.03; p < .05. The immediate posttest will
not be highlighted in the present study because the focus is on the delayed
effects of correction. There were no significant differences between any of
the groups on the delayed posttest, F(3, 73) = 2.24; p > .05. That is to say, the
delayed effect of mid-focused corrections proved to be similar to that of
unfocused corrections (with or without revision) and content comments
alone.
As Figure 1 shows, compared with their pretest scores, all four groups
made small gains in overall accuracy from the beginning to the end of the
experiment. In order to determine statistical significance of the absolute
accuracy gains for each of the groups on the delayed posttest, separate
paired samples t tests were run for each group on the overall pretest
and posttest scores. The results showed that there were no statistically
significant changes in accuracy scores from pretest to posttest in any of
the groups. The strength of the change in accuracy scores was small for
all groups (ηp² = .043, .01, .019, and .018 for the mid-focused, unfocused,
revision, and control groups, respectively). Changes in accuracy scores of
each of the three structures targeted in the present study were similar to the
overall accuracy scores, in that the experimental groups made substantial
gains in accuracy on the immediate posttest in the case of every one of
the structures, but these gains were generally lost on the delayed posttest.
However, for lack of space, the three structures will not be analyzed and
discussed separately in this article.

Discussion
All four groups slightly improved their overall accuracy from the
beginning of the study to the end, but this improvement was too small to
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reach statistical significance. In the case of the experimental groups, there
were substantial gains in accuracy on the immediate posttest, but these
gains were lost by the delayed posttest administered one month later. The
fact that there were substantial gains in the mean accuracy rates among the
students whose essays had been corrected signifies that the students did
indeed notice the corrections. In contrast, the control group showed little
progress on the immediate posttest. Data analysis using a within-between
ANOVA showed that the interaction effect between feedback and writing
practice was significant. This means that as far as the overall accuracy scores
are concerned, the treatment had an effect, but further analysis revealed
that this effect was due to the drastic improvement in the accuracy scores
of the correction groups on the immediate posttest and that there was no
significant effect for correction on the delayed posttest.
The results of the within-between test of ANOVA also showed that
the effects of feedback alone and writing practice alone were statistically
significant as well, although these “main effects” are hard to interpret. The
reason is that in the case of the main effect for feedback, the statistical
procedure spreads out the effect of treatment (i.e., the four WCF options
in the present study) over all testing times, including the pretest point.
This is problematic because technically pretest scores are not affected by
treatment. Also, the within-between test of ANOVA averages across groups
in the case of the main effect for time (i.e., writing practice in the present
study). In other words, all treatment and control groups are collapsed
into one big group, which makes the main effect for writing practice
meaningless because we are rarely interested in in the average performance
of all treatment and control groups (for full elaboration of how to interpret
interaction and main effects in within-between ANOVA tests, see Huck &
Mclean, 1975).
One of the criticisms against comprehensive WCF studies reviewed
by Truscott (1996) is that the measure of accuracy used in those studies
did not exclude the structures on which the students did not receive
corrections. That is to say, those studies only reported a general measure
of overall accuracy, normally based on error rates. The findings of the
present study show that as far as overall accuracy in the use of the three
structures is concerned, comprehensive correction does not produce
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delayed advantages in accuracy (which are widely interpreted as signs of
acquisition and genuine improvement) even if the corrected structures are
tracked over time.
The results of this study run counter to the results obtained by Van
Beuningen, De Jong, and Kuiken (2012) and Ellis et al. (2008), both of
which showed delayed effects for unfocused corrections. However, the
positive results obtained by Van Beuningen et al. were mostly because of
the accuracy declines in the control group, not because of the improvement
in the experimental groups. The results of different corrective feedback
studies show that the control group might decline or improve during the
course of a study. This decline or improvement is considered a natural
part of the dynamic process of L2 acquisition. When there are declines
in the control condition and little or no absolute gains in experimental
conditions, it is not a good idea to promote group differences as signs of
the success of correction because it would imply that writing practice alone
hurts students in terms of delayed accuracy, which is an untenable position
that nobody has promoted. In the case of the Ellis et al. study, the measure
of accuracy was based on the use of first- and subsequent-mention uses
of English articles alone, which might be less complex than the infinitive
and the unreal conditional (i.e., two of the three components of the overall
accuracy index used in the present study). For this reason, the positive
results of the Ellis et al. study might have resulted from the relatively simple
focus of the unfocused and focused corrections.
Of particular interest in the present study is the behavior of the group
that received unfocused feedback and was required to revise on the basis
of the corrections: It showed improvement in overall accuracy on the
immediate posttest but ended up at almost the same level of accuracy as
at the beginning of the study. This is while the group that only received
unfocused corrections and was not required to revise ended up making
slightly more gains than the revision group. If we assume that correction
is useful because it aids noticing, it stands to reason that revision helps
corrected students pay further attention to the corrections they have
received. However, in the present study, revision did not have a positive
effect on delayed accuracy. Although it is completely possible that the
non-significant results were due to chance or to factors uncontrolled in
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the study, it is also possible that noticing is not positively correlated with
increased levels of accuracy. In other words, it is possible that noticing
might be harmful in the case of certain structures, particularly if there
is reason to believe that noticing does not lead to understanding in the
case of those structures. Of the studies that have compared revision with
lack of revision, some have reported positive results for revision and some
have reported no effects or negative effects. For example, Chandler’s (2003)
revision group made accuracy gains, while Polio, Fleck, and Leder’s (1998)
revision group declined in accuracy, although none of these studies tracked
specific structures. The present study is the only attempt in WCF literature
to compare the delayed effect of revision with corrective feedback alone
while tracking specific structures.
That all the corrected groups declined from immediate posttest to
delayed posttest is consistent with the vast majority of the studies that
have been carried out in the area of L2 acquisition in general, although
the declines in the present study were sharper than most studies. Norris
and Ortega (2000) note in their meta-analysis that the effect of treatment
tends to wear off over time, which is what was observed in this study.
The students who had received corrections on their pretest essays were
allowed to consult the corrections on the immediate posttest—this could
have resulted in improved accuracy without necessarily understanding the
grammatical logic behind the corrections. Also, the one-month time lapse
could have undermined the possible memory factors, leading to decreased
levels of accuracy on the delayed posttest.
In terms of absolute gains in accuracy, at the end of the experiment,
the unfocused and revision groups were practically indistinguishable from
the control group, and the group that received mid-focused corrections
was only marginally better than the control group. These results are
inconsistent with the majority of the studies that have experimented with
focused and unfocused corrections over the past decade. Studies such as
Bitchener (2008) that have used focused corrections have reported large
gains in accuracy for corrected students. However, unlike the present study
in which three different grammatical features were corrected, those studies
have only targeted first- and anaphoric-reference functions of the English
article system. The findings of the present study show that as far as combined
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effects are concerned, mid-focused corrections are only marginally and
non-significantly better than unfocused WCF and no correction.
In summary, the first research question asked whether corrected
students outperform uncorrected students in terms of delayed accuracy,
and the answer to this question is negative. The second research question
asked whether the provision of WCF or content comments helps students
significantly improve the accuracy of their writings over the course of the
study, the answer to which is also negative. The kind of WCF utilized in the
present study neither helped corrected students outperform uncorrected
students, nor did it help them significantly improve their accuracy scores
from the beginning to the end of the study.

Conclusion
In general, the present study points to the inefficacy of the kind of WCF
that was used in this study. The results showed that although unfocused
corrective feedback (with or without revision) and mid-focused feedback
targeted at three different grammatical categories cause short-lived gains
in accuracy rates among corrected students compared with uncorrected
students, these gains do not last. If we come to the conclusion that
corrective feedback is ineffective in producing positive delayed effects, or if
the improvement comes at the cost of enormous time and effort on the part
of L2 teachers, we might question the instructional value of correction, as
the time and effort can be spent more productively on another area, such
as preparing for class, strategy training, and grammar lessons, especially if
ensuring the efficacy of corrective feedback requires extra time and effort in
the form of revision, reformulation, error logs, and other such techniques
that have been promoted by L2 writing scholars.
The first and most important limitation of this study is that there was
only one round of correction. It might be argued that correction should be
offered on numerous occasions in order to prove effective. However, many
of the recent studies that have reported significant positive results for both
focused and comprehensive corrections (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch, 2010b;
Van Beuningen et al., 2012) have utilized only one round of corrections
and have assigned a constructive role to corrective feedback on the basis
of their positive results. In order to make the results of the current study
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comparable to these recent studies and for reasons of practical convenience,
it was decided that only one round of correction would be offered to the
participants, which makes the results difficult to apply to normal writing
courses in which teachers offer several rounds of correction, often involving
the same error categories on several occasions, although probably not
with the same level of consistency or intensiveness that was utilized in the
present study.
The second important limitation of the present study is that the
participants were instructed to reproduce the reading passages as closely
as possible, which cannot be considered authentic writing. Nevertheless,
because it is extremely difficult to design authentic writing tasks that force
students to use certain structures in their writing, as students can almost
always find ways of avoiding the structures that they are not comfortable
with, the reproduction task, which has been utilized in other WCF studies
(e.g., Sheen, 2007), can be considered a reasonably authentic option. In
other words, although the kinds of feedback that were used in the present
study (i.e., mid-focused and unfocused WCF) were more ecologically valid
than the focused feedback of recent studies, the nature of the reproduction
tasks would limit generalizability of the results.
The third limitation of the present work is that only accuracy scores
were considered, and other measures such as fluency and complexity were
not included. It is possible that these other measures might have shown
some positive effects for WCF. Accuracy is an important consideration
in L2 writing courses, but it is not the only consideration. It is necessary
that the results be interpreted with this shortcoming in mind, although the
nature of the reproduction writing tasks used in the present study would
have limited the implications of fluency and complexity measures if they
had been used.
Finally, the study was conducted with a limited number of participants
at particular proficiency levels and was focused on a limited number of
grammatical categories. Therefore, it is not possible to generalize the
results to other participants and grammatical structures. Moreover, if
the participants had been tested with other testing options, particularly
formal grammatical tests, different results might have been obtained. This
means that even if correction fails to produce accuracy gains in authentic
or semiauthentic writing, this should not be considered as evidence to
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reject correction altogether, as, for example, its value for training students
to take formal multiple-choice tests would still be unknown (see Cardelle
& Corno, 1981, for evidence of how corrective feedback can contribute to
formal knowledge of language). It is best to consider the current study as
a snapshot of a particular learning situation at a specific point in time, and
thus the results could have been different if the participants had been tested
in different ways or at different points in time, or if a different student
population had been selected. For this reason, generalizing the results to
other contexts would involve a degree of uncertainty.
Despite the vast amount of research that has been carried out over
the past half century in the area of corrective feedback, there is a need to
carry out further research to shed light on the remaining WCF questions,
particularly in the area of selective feedback. For example, there is a
distinct possibility that focused corrections on different error categories
may interfere with one another over time. For example, corrective feedback
on the use of past perfect may interfere with learners’ knowledge of past
simple. This problem becomes particularly serious when corrections are
offered on grammatical structures that are closely related. For instance,
it would be very difficult for L2 writers to distinguish the passive suffix
–ed from the past tense –ed on the basis of written corrections. Because
of the complexity of grammar, these problems may result in student
confusion, thereby reducing the efficacy of selective corrections in the long
run. Similarly, corrections on different aspects of a certain grammatical
category—such as the English article system—at different points in time
are likely to lead to the same problems. So far, no study has investigated
this possibility.
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to Reduce Transactional Distance
and Increase Teaching Presence in
Online Writing Instruction: Student
Perceptions and Preferences
Anna Grigoryan
Petroleum Institute
The rapid increase in online learning programs has led to an increase in the
number of students taking composition courses online. As a result, there is
a need to develop teaching practices and approaches to feedback designed
specifically for online learning environments, which serve a largely nontraditional student population. Addressing a current gap in the literature regarding approaches to feedback that meet the needs of nontraditional students, this quasi-experimental study used a process model of composition
and post-positivist and social constructivist epistemological orientations to
measure student perceptions and preferences when provided with text-only
feedback or a combination of textual and audio-visual commentary. Results
indicate that the majority of students, if given the choice, prefer a combination of audio-visual and text-based commentary to textual feedback alone
because they consider it helpful and feel that it enhances their overall understanding of instructor feedback by providing more detail and by using
auditory and visual modes of communication. Students also liked audio-visual feedback because they considered it a form of personalized and individualized interaction, and some felt that it helped them spend more time and
effort on revision.
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Introduction
Online learning has undergone exponential growth within the last
15 years (E. Allen & Seaman, 2013), which has resulted in more students
taking freshman composition courses online than ever before (CCCC
Committee for Best Practices in OWI, 2013). One of the significant trends in
postsecondary education in general, and in online education in particular,
is the high number of nontraditional students pursuing higher education.
Nontraditional students are those who do not fit into the definition of a
traditional student; they are students between the ages 18–24 enrolled fulltime in a post-secondary educational institution (Advisory Committee on
Student Financial Assistance, 2012). Unfortunately, high enrollment of
nontraditional students in online courses and degree programs is coupled
with higher attrition rates and lower course satisfaction among online
students when compared to onsite students (E. Allen & Seaman, 2010; M.
Allen, Omori, Burrell, Mabry, & Timmerman, 2013), which suggests that
the needs of online and nontraditional students may not be sufficiently
met by online postsecondary environments.
While distance education has been around for over 150 years, online
learning and online writing instruction (OWI) are relatively recent
developments. As a result, there is a lack of extensive research on effective
practices in OWI (CCCC, 2013). Furthermore, the needs of multilingual
or nontraditional learners in online settings are either unknown or
unaddressed (Hewett et al., 2011). There is evidence that text-based
communication, which is the dominant form of computer-mediated
communication in online learning environments, does not meet all
learners’ needs and does not appeal to diverse learning styles (CCCC, 2013;
Hewett et al., 2011; Shearer, 2013; Stavredes & Herder, 2013). Text-based
communication may pose a particular disadvantage to nontraditional
learners who are not used to academic environments, who may come from
a socio-economically disadvantaged background, and who are more likely
to have completed a GED rather than a traditional high school diploma.
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The findings reported here are part of a larger, quasi-experimental,
mixed-methods study that aimed to determine whether the use of a
combination of audiovisual (AV) and text-based commentary was more
effective in promoting substantive revision and improvement in students’
writing than the use of text-based feedback alone. The results regarding
efficacy of text-based and a combination of text-based and AV feedback
based on evaluations of the quality of student final drafts will be reported
in a forthcoming publication. The findings reported here focus on student
perceptions and preferences regarding text-based and a combination of
AV and text-based feedback as reported through surveys and interviews,
which constituted the secondary purpose of the larger study.
Overall, the larger study aimed to investigate the use of a combination of
text-based and AV commentary as a pedagogical tool within the context of
OWI because, with the development of digital technologies, the use of both
audio and video communication has become more accessible and widely
available, so it is important determine how these new digital affordances can
be used to enhance feedback in online learning environments. The efficacy
results have been separated to be published elsewhere due the limitations
of space; however, within the original study, both efficacy and student
perceptions were studied as part of post-positivist and social constructivist
approaches to research. Thus, using transactional theory of distance
education and the community of inquiry (CoI) theoretical framework, this
paper reports student perceptions and preferences regarding textual and
multimodal feedback in online composition courses.

Literature Review
Issues with Traditional, Text-based Feedback in Online Learning
Environments
As Hewett (2010) has pointed out, in online writing courses, the chances
for miscommunication through asynchronous textual communication
such as email or written in-text commentary on papers are much higher
than in on-site courses because the instructor never sees the student faceto-face and cannot directly clarify any misconceptions the student may
have. As both the literature in distance education (Hewett et al., 2011; M. G.
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Moore, 2013) and online teachers’ personal experiences demonstrate, it is
at times easier for the instructor to detect students’ confusion or frustration
by reading facial expressions or by interacting with students in a personal,
real-time, face-to-face format during classroom discussions or during oneon-one chats before class, after class, or during office hours. However, in
online learning environments, since there is a time lag between instances
of communication, clearing up miscommunications can take several
emails over the course of several days. In fact, in a recent survey, online
students cited the amount of time that it takes to communicate with the
professor and gain clarification as one of the chief disadvantages of online
learning (Aslanian & Clinefelter, 2012). Students also pointed out that in
addition to requiring a few days to receive clarification, the medium of text
poses additional barriers to clarity because written text can be interpreted
in multiple ways (Aslanian & Clinefelter, 2012).
In a chapter entitled “The Orneriness of Language,” Hewett (2010)
has discussed the inherent high chances for miscommunication in OWI
as the teacher, who has never seen or met the students, cannot predict
how a student will interpret the text. Hewett (2010) conducted a survey
exploring student and teacher perceptions of six actual comments made
by teachers. The results indicated that “the degree of disagreement among
students and instructors about the meaning of instructional comments is
a potential barrier to student writing development when the instruction
occurs online” (p. 109). To address this issue, she has suggested that
instructors use “direct, explicit, and interventionist” (p. 108) strategies
without worrying too much about politeness. However, this approach can
easily backfire in course evaluations because direct or curt comments can
often be interpreted as impolite by students. Audio-visual commentary can
help overcome this problem of tone and lack of nuance inherent in textual
communication by adding a personal voice and potentially friendly tone to
the interaction with the student.
The rapid development of Web 2.0 tools and new digital technologies
has allowed instructors to engage in multimodal feedback to help overcome
the limitations of traditional textual feedback through the availability of
audio and video communication technologies. However, despite promising
results of preliminary studies that have reported positive responses from
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students and instructors regarding the use of audio or AV commentary in
composition courses (Anson, in press; Anson, Dannels, Laboy, & Carneiro,
2016; Lancaster, 2016; N. Moore & Filling, 2012; J. Sommers, 2012, 2013;
Warnock, 2008, 2009), AV feedback in particular is not yet mainstream
in online learning or OWI. Thus, text-based communication remains the
dominant form of computer-mediated communication between students
and faculty in both onsite and online learning environments (Anson, in
press; N. Moore & Filling, 2012; Warnock, 2008, 2009). The aforementioned
studies examined student and faculty perceptions of multimodal feedback
and did not focus on efficacy; they are cited here because the scope of this
paper is also limited to student perceptions of text-based and AV feedback.
The CCCC committee on OWI has recommended that online
instructors supplement text-based commentary with audio or video to
increase accessibility by meeting diverse students’ needs (CCCC, 2013).
Thus, there is a need for practitioners and researchers of OWI to use more
multimodal tools to meet diverse learners’ needs as well as to investigate
the effects of these tools on student learning and perceptions of their online
educational experiences.
Lack of Studies Regarding Audio and AV Commentary in Online
Composition Courses
Since online instruction is relatively new, there is a lack of studies
regarding the efficacy of or student perceptions and uses of multimodal
feedback. As Bilbro, Iluzada, and Clark (2013) have pointed out, a major
gap in the existing literature on audio feedback is the lack of studies after
the rapid rise of personal computing and digital tools. The majority of the
studies of audio feedback were done before the boom in online education,
so they were carried out in on-site courses (Anson, 1997; Bilbro et al., 2013;
Dagen, Matter, Rinehart, & Ice, 2008; J. Sommers, 2012, 2013; Still, 2006).
There are some recent studies of audio commentary in online courses (Ice,
Curtis, Phillips, & Wells, 2007), but not specifically in online composition
courses. The results of the aforementioned studies regarding efficacy are
mixed, so they do not provide definitive responses regarding the question
of whether audio feedback results in higher student writing competency
than text-based feedback alone. Regarding perceptions, even though these
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studies show positive student responses to audio feedback, the application
of their results to online learning environments is rather limited because
most of them were conducted in on-site courses where students could
see and get to know the teacher on a personal level. As a result of this
personal, face-to-face interaction, the impact of audio feedback on student
perceptions of their learning experience in on-site courses is not likely
to be as strong as in asynchronous online composition courses in which
the student has never seen the instructor or heard her voice. In online
composition courses, hearing the instructor’s voice and “personality”
through multimodal feedback is likely to have more of an effect on student
perceptions and attitudes toward that feedback than in face-to-face courses
in which the student regularly sees and interacts with the instructor.
Furthermore, research shows that students interpret instructor comments
based on the “context” of the course and the instructor’s persona (N.
Sommers, 1982; Straub, 1997; Underwood & Tregidgo, 2010), but in online
environments, due to the largely text-based and asynchronous modes of
interaction between instructors and students, that individual “persona”
component of the instructor is often incomplete or missing from students’
experience.
There is also lack of studies in the use of AV feedback particularly in online
composition courses serving a largely nontraditional student population.
While various online institutions offer demographic information about
their specific student body, there is no national data regarding the number
of nontraditional students in online degree programs and their overall
graduation rates (Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance,
2012). However, since nontraditional students make up the majority of
the student body in all online undergraduate degree programs and since
research shows that nontraditional students are more likely to choose
distance education than traditional ones (Choy, 2002), it is reasonable to
assume that nontraditional students constitute a significant percentage
of students taking online courses. According to the U.S. Department of
Education’s latest profile report of undergraduate students (Skomsvold,
2014), the percentage of 18–23-year-olds who took online courses in 2012
was 27.9%, while the percentages of 24–29-year-olds, 30–39-year-olds,
and 40-year-olds and older was 36.5%, 42.6%, and 38.7%, respectively. In
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a survey distributed to over 1,500 online students nationwide, respondents
cited the ability to balance work, family, and school responsibilities as
well as the ability to study anytime and anywhere as the main reasons for
choosing online study (Aslanian & Clinefelter, 2012).
Warnock (2008), in an exploratory study of AV commentary in
face-to-face courses, found several advantages of AV feedback when
compared to text-based commentary, including greater specificity, clarity,
and personalization. J. Sommers (2013) also found that students liked
receiving multimodal commentary for similar reasons. In a more recent
study, Anson et al. (2016) reported that AV feedback facilitated “personal
connections between teacher[s] and student[s], creat[ed] transparency
about the teacher’s evaluative process and identity, revealed teacher’s
feelings, provided visual affirmation, and establish[ed] a conversational
tone for the evaluative process” (p. 392). However, both Warnock (2008)
and J. Sommers’s (2013) studies were conducted in on-site courses. Only
Anson et al.’s (2016) study was conducted using both on-site and online
courses; however, it used face-to-face freshman composition courses and
online psychology and women’s studies content courses at a traditional,
four-year state college. Thus, just as nontraditional students’ needs have
remained invisible in mainstream research of student populations, they
remain invisible in studies of composition feedback. This study, by using
a student population from an online, for-profit institution with a largely
nontraditional student profile provides new insights into the pedagogical
applications and advantages of using multimodal feedback with
nontraditional online learners in composition courses.

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study combines the concept of
dialogue from Michael G. Moore’s (1993, 2013) theory of transactional
distance and the idea of teacher and cognitive presence from the community
of inquiry (CoI) model. Chief among theories that have guided research
in distance education since the 1970s is Moore’s theory of transactional
distance, which explores how differences in space and time between the
learner and educator create a psychological and communicative distance
resulting in barriers to communication and understanding between
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students and instructor. The CoI model (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer,
2000), which was developed as part of a theoretical framework to analyze
learning in online environments, supplements and enhances Moore’s
transactional distance framework (Shearer, 2013).
The concept of feedback, whether in text-based form (using the Insert
Comment and Track Changes functions in Word) or AV form (using
screen capture software to create feedback videos), relates to the notion of
dialogue in M. G. Moore’s (1993) theory of transactional distance. Moore
defined transactional distance as the “psychological and communication
space” (p. 22) between the learner and the instructor, and dialogue as
a specific type of interpersonal interaction that is “positive” by being
“purposeful” and “constructive,” which leads to “improved understanding
of the student” (p. 23). Moore distinguished between interaction and
dialogue: interaction may be neutral or even negative, and thus is not
always conducive to learning, but dialogue always results in construction
of new knowledge because it is an exchange in which each party “builds
on the contributions of the other” (p. 23). As Moore has explained, the
amount of dialogue between instructor and students depends not only
on the medium used or the synchronicity of the interaction, but on the
richness of the interaction and the degree to which it leads to students’
construction of new knowledge.
Moore’s (1993) definition of dialogue reflects constructivist educational
theories of learning in which the learner builds knowledge through the
exchange of ideas with the instructor or other students and relates to the
notion of instructor feedback on student papers as dialogue, which is part
of contemporary approaches to feedback in composition pedagogy. The
role of the writing teacher as facilitator and guide rather than evaluator
exemplifies the concept of feedback as dialogue in composition studies,
in which the instructor is advised to avoid overtaking students’ papers
through excessive directive commentary. The notion of one-on-one
student-instructor conferences as the most effective approach to feedback
in composition pedagogy also stems from constructivist theories of learning
as dialogue. However, in asynchronous online learning environments in
which students not only have jobs and family responsibilities, but are also
located across multiple time zones, synchronous (real-time), one-on-one
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conferencing is rarely an option. Online students prefer the flexibility of
asynchronous communication (Aslanian & Clinefelter, 2012) because they
like having the freedom of studying whenever and wherever they choose
based on their personal schedules and preferences. Thus, since AV feedback
adds a personal, conversational component to feedback without the added
demand of meeting with the instructor at a particular time and place, it may
be a viable way of reducing transactional distance between instructors and
students. Through increased dialogue, AV feedback allows the transmission
of information in a clear and informal style. An additional benefit is that
the amount of information conferred in AV feedback is naturally more
than the amount that would be possible in a written communication;
Anson et al. (2016) found that a 5-minute Jing video averaged 745 words
per paper while teachers’ written responses averaged 109 words per paper.
In addition to higher quantity of feedback received, each student has the
flexibility and choice of watching the video whenever, wherever, and as
many times as she needs.
According to the CoI model, deep and meaningful online learning
occurs through the interaction of social presence, cognitive presence, and
teaching presence (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Community of inquiry theoretical framework. Elements of an educational
experience. Reprinted from “Critical Inquiry in a Text-based Environment: Computer
Conferencing in Higher Education,” by D. R. Garrison, T. Anderson, and W. Archer, 2000,
The Internet and Higher Education, 2, p. 88. Copyright 2000 by Elsevier. Reprinted with
permission.
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AV feedback has the capacity to influence all three components of the
CoI model. As Shearer (2013) has explained, there is an overlap between
the key variables of transactional theory and the CoI model. For instance,
cognitive presence is similar to the idea of dialogue because the student
builds knowledge through interaction with the instructor or peers.
Alternatively, the concept of teaching presence is similar to the notion
of transactional distance as manifested through structure, dialogue, and
autonomy. Social presence is not part of the theory of transactional distance,
but research into its importance in online education (Picciano, 2002; Swan,
2002; Tu, 2002) has shown that students’ increased sense of psychological
connection to the course, the teacher, and fellow students may increase
students’ satisfaction with their educational experience (Shearer, 2013).
AV commentary also relates to teaching presence because it is an
instance of direct instruction. It may also play a role in social presence
because the teacher’s voice and tone can add a personal touch to the nature
of communication with her student. Open communication and emotional
expression are part of social presence, and the use of video and other Web
2.0 tools help the instructor be “real” in a virtual environment (Shearer,
2013).

Research Purpose
The purpose of this study was to investigate student perceptions and
preferences when experiencing AV feedback as a pedagogical tool in online
composition courses. Henceforth, AV+T is defined as a combination of
audio-visual (AV) and text-based (T) commentary created using screen
capture software and the Insert Comment function in Microsoft Word;
text-based feedback (T) is defined as commentary created using text only
through the Insert Comment function in Word. Students who received
AV+T had a Word document with some written comments locally
connected by text balloons as well as text-based comments at the end of
their essay drafts. In addition, they received a video link to a 5-minute
screencast in which the instructor commented on various components
of the paper as they were displayed on the screen (see Appendix A). In
contrast, students who received T had access only to written comments
inserted in the margins and at the end of the paper.
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Research Questions
1. What are online writing students’ perceptions of AV+T compared
to T?
2. What are online writing students’ preferences for AV+T
compared to T?

Methodology
Research Design
This mixed-method, quasi-experimental study was based on postpositivist and social constructivist epistemological orientations as defined
by Creswell (2009). As shown in Figure 2, within this quasi-experimental
design, the intervention, or independent variable, was the types of feedback
students received (AV+T or T) from all of the teachers. Even though all
students received feedback, within the framework of this study, text-based
feedback was not considered an intervention because it is the usual type of
feedback students receive; only AV+T was categorized as an intervention.

Teacher 1: Course # 1 a writing assignment draft a T a Student final product
Teacher 2: Course # 2 a writing assignment draft a T a Student final product
Teacher 3: Course # 3 a writing assignment draft a T a Student final product
Teacher 1: Course # 4 a writing assignment draft a AV+T a Student final product
Teacher 2: Course # 5 a writing assignment draft a AV+T a Student final product
Teacher 3: Course # 6 a writing assignment draft a AV+T a Student final product
Figure 2. Quasi-experimental research design. T = control group, AV+T = experimental
group.

Course
The study was conducted using six sections of an online freshman
composition course at a for-profit university with over 40,000 online
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learners. The course was one of the first general education courses that
newly enrolled online students are required to take.
Instructors
Three instructors were chosen for the study based on a call for
participation. Each of the instructors had a master of arts degree in English
literature or composition and rhetoric with over 10 years of teaching
experience. The instructors were compensated for their participation in
the study.
Participants
Participants (N = 55; 65% female) for the study were chosen on a
volunteer basis from six freshman composition courses. Even though many
students in the six courses chosen for the study agreed to participate by
signing consent forms at the beginning of the quarter, not all participants
completed all components of the study, which included (a) submitting a
first draft of the final project essay, (b) submitting a second or final draft of
the final project essay, and (c) completing a feedback survey.
Instrumentation
Two surveys (see Appendix B and C) were given based on whether
students received T or AV+T feedback. The surveys were designed to be as
parallel as possible, but they are naturally different because some questions
apply only to AV+T feedback. The two versions of the survey were designed
with maximum effort to avoid question bias that may favor one form of
feedback over the other.
The feedback surveys were developed to assess the degree to which
students’ perceptions of feedback received corresponded to components
of effective feedback as determined through a literature review of feedback
within the context of a process approach to writing development. Effective
teacher commentary should be clear and conducive to revision (Beach &
Friedrich, 2006; Chanquoy, 2009; Hewett, 2010; Straub, 1996, 1997, 1999,
2000, 2006). For first drafts, it should focus on higher order concerns
(HOCs) such as task fulfillment, content, and organization. Furthermore,
it should not only explain what needs to be revised, but also how the
student should revise (Beach & Friedrich, 2006). As illustrated in Table
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2, the first part of the survey assessed student perceptions of feedback in
terms of helpfulness, focus, and usability for revision. The second section
of the survey was adapted from Anson’s (in press) study and focused on
student perceptions of the instructor’s attitude and personality. The final
section focused on students’ preferences.
Table 2
Components of Feedback Measured in Survey and Their Corresponding
Questionnaire Items
Components of student perceptions of
feedback measured					

AV+T Survey

T Survey

Section 1		
Feedback quality					6		5
Feedback quantity					7		6
Helpfulness of feedback for revision			

8, 11		

7, 9

Time spent using feedback				

9, 10		

8

Feedback focus					12, 13		10
Feedback clarity					11, 14		9, 11
Ways of enhancing feedback				15		12
Section 2
Student perceptions of instructor’s interpersonal and
emotional approach to the student through feedback

11, 17, 18		

9, 13, 14

Student feedback preferences				

14, 19		

11, 15

Student experiences with types of feedback		

20		

16

Section 3

Procedures
A pilot of the study was conducted in a course taught by the researcher.
During the pilot, the feedback survey and interview questions were
validated and refined.
Before the beginning of the course, three instructors who volunteered
to participate in the study were trained in the use of Jing, a screen capture
software that was used for providing AV commentary on student work.
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The training was carried out using Google Hangout. To lessen the potential
effect of individual instructor approaches to feedback, several norming
sessions were conducted to ensure that the content and focus of the
feedback provided was the same regardless of the medium used (text or
text and video).
The guidelines to feedback were adapted from those provided in The
Online Writing Conference: A Guide for Teachers and Tutors by Hewett
(2010). The instructors were encouraged not to think of video feedback as
a replacement of content covered in text, but rather as a supplement to the
text. The only component of the feedback in which the video could replace
text was in the mini lesson regarding an HOC. The rationale for this was
to see whether hearing the same information orally or reading it in text
format affected students’ understanding and use of the feedback in their
revision process.
Instructors were asked to focus 80% of their comments on HOCs, and
no more than 20% on lower order concerns (LOCs) as shown in Table 3.
During the training, the instructors were also provided with sample drafts
of student papers from the pilot of the study for training purposes. They
were asked to provide sample feedback following the guidelines shown in
Table 3, and the researcher responded to their feedback in order to ensure
that 80% of their feedback focused on HOCs. In addition, during the actual
week of data collection, when instructors were providing feedback on
students’ first draft submissions, the researcher checked both T and AV+T
feedback that the instructors provided to ensure that the feedback adhered
to the agreed upon guidelines in Table 3. The instructors were successful in
providing feedback that mostly focused on HOCs.
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Table 3
List of Higher to Lower Order Concerns that Instructors Addressed in both Text and
AV+T Feedback Organized in Order of Priority
Higher Order Concerns
1.

Task fulfillment
- Following directions (word count requirement, required number of outside
sources, APA format)
- Thesis that responds to assignment prompt

2.

Content
- Originality and appropriateness of thesis
- Development of ideas
- Use of sources to support ideas
- Avoiding plagiarism

3.

Organization
- Logic of whole essay-level organization
- Paragraph topic sentences and their relation to thesis
- Organization of ideas within paragraphs

4.

Purpose and audience
- Using tone and style appropriate for an academic audience
- Adhering to purpose of argumentation

Lower Order Concerns
1.

APA formatting
- Title page, in-text citation format, reference list format

2.

Grammar, Mechanics, Punctuation
- Fragments, run-ons, spelling errors, and so on

Throughout the 10-week quarter, each of the three instructors taught
two courses. Instructors were randomly assigned to provide AV+T feedback
in one of their course sections, and only T feedback in the second section.
The rationale for this was to control for the teacher as a variable. As Beach
(1992) has explained in his guidelines for composition research, whenever
possible, subjects in both experimental and control groups should have the
same instructor and same materials to control for intervening variables.
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In each course section, all subjects had the same teacher and access to the
same online course content.
During the eighth week of the term, students submitted the first drafts
of their essays via an online discussion forum, and instructors provided
them feedback by email within three days. The assignment was a researchbased argumentative essay of 900 words in length. The researcher collected
the first drafts of student papers through her direct access to the course.
Then, the instructors forwarded to the researcher copies of the feedback
they had sent to students by email. As soon as the researcher saw that the
student had received T or AV+T feedback, she forwarded the student a
request to complete T (Appendix B) or AV+T (Appendix C) surveys
through Survey Monkey. After receiving feedback from the instructor,
students had five days, including a weekend, to revise their essays and
submit final drafts for grading. Based on a poll that was emailed to students
at the end of week 9, all students reported that they had sufficient time to
complete all revisions, so time was not an intervening factor in type and
quality of revisions completed.
Interviews
In the feedback survey, students were given the opportunity to volunteer
for a semistructured phone interview (see interview script in Appendix D).
The researcher interviewed nine students who had volunteered during the
last week of the course using Google Talk’s phone and recording features.
Five of the interviewees had received AV+T feedback, and four had received
T feedback.

Results
What Are Online Writing Students’ Perceptions of AV+T Compared to T?
After sample collection, an a posteriori power analysis was conducted
to determine the power of the study to detect differences between the two
groups given the sample size of the two groups. Assuming a type I error
of .05 and sample sizes of n = 31 and n = 24, respectively, using a student’s
t-test, the study has an 82% power to detect differences between both
groups of an effect size of .8 (large effect size). The power calculations were
done using G*Power 3.1.
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To analyze differences in student perceptions of feedback between
groups of students who received T and AV+T feedback, an independent
samples t-test was conducted to compare students’ responses to pertinent
survey questions regarding their perceptions of the feedback they received.
Quality, quantity, and helpfulness of feedback.
As evident in Table 4, even though students who receive AV+T showed
a slightly higher level of satisfaction overall with the quantity, quality, and
helpfulness of the feedback than did the students who received T feedback,
there were no statistically significant differences in the aforementioned
categories between the T and AV+T groups. The perceptions of helpfulness
should not be confused with effectiveness of feedback, which were addressed
in the larger study and will be presented in a forthcoming publication.
An analysis of the student perceptions of the overall effectiveness of
feedback, as measured through survey questions 9–16, reveals that students
who received AV+T feedback rated the overall effectiveness of the feedback
higher (M = 37.54, SE = .97) than did the students who received T feedback
(M = 36.52, SE = .68) and even though this difference, 1.03, 95% CI [-3.34,
1.3], was not significant, t(53) = -.89, p = .37, it did represent a mediumsized effect, d = .27.
Table 4
Student Evaluation of T and AV+T Feedback Based on Responses to Survey
		

T (n = 31)

Components
of
		M
feedback measured
and associated
survey questions
		
Satisfaction
with quality 6.23
of feedback (4)
Satisfaction
with
		
quantity
of feedback 6.06
(5)
Helpfulness
of feedback 6.35
		
(6)
Overall
effectiveness of 36.52
		
feedback (9–16)

SD

AV+T (n = 24)		
M

t(53)

.13

6.29 .75

.15

-.32

.75 -.48

.35

.08

1.06 .19

6.17 1.13 .23

-.34

.73 -.7

.49

.1

.76

6.38 1.17 .24

-.08

.94 -.54

.5

.04

4.75 .97

-.89

.38 3.34 1.29 .27

.14

3.79 .68

37.54

SD

95% CI

SE

.76

SE

p

LL

UL

Cohen’s d

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
a N = 55
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Perceptions of personal nature of interaction.
As Table 5 illustrates, a t-test analysis of student responses to survey
questions 34–36, which measured the degree to which students perceived
the instructor’s feedback as personal, indicates that overall, students who
received AV+T feedback found the feedback more personal (M = 13.52,
SE = .43) than did the students who received only T feedback (M = 11.94,
SE = .46). This difference, -1.58, 95% CI [-2.9, -.27], was significant, t(52)
= -2.42, p = .02.
Table 5
Student Perceptions of Having a Personal Interaction with Instructor in Relation to
Receiving T or AV+T Feedback
Components of
feedback measured

T (N = 31)
M

Perception of having a
4
personal and human
relationship with
professor (34)
Feeling like meeting
4
with professor to
discuss writing in
person (35)
Feeling of having
3.94
a personal
conversation with
instructor (36)
Overall interaction
11.94
(34–36)

95% CI

AV+T (N = 23)		
SD

LL

Cohen’s

SD

SE

M

SE

t(52)

p

UL

d

1

.18

4.61

.58

.12

-2.6

.01* -1.08

-.14

.61

.93

.17

4.52

.9

.19

-2.07

.04* -1.03

-.02

.56

.96

.17

4.39

.89

.19

-1.77

.08** -.97

.06

.47

2.57

.46

13.52 2.09

.43

-2.42

.02*

-.27

.61

-2.9

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
* p < .05. ** p < .1.

Students who received AV+T feedback showed higher levels of
agreement with the statement that the feedback made them feel like they
had a “personal and human relationship with the professor” (M = 4.61, SE
= .12) than did students who received T feedback only (M = 4, SE = .18).
This difference, -.61, 95% CI [-1.08, -.14], was significant, t(52) = -2.6, p =
.01. Furthermore, Cohen’s effect size value (d = .61) suggested a moderate
to high significance.
Students who received AV+T feedback also showed higher levels of
agreement with the statement that receiving video feedback was “like
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meeting with the professor to discuss [their] writing in person” (M = 4.52,
SE = .12) than did students who received T feedback only (M = 4, SE = .17).
This difference, -.52, 95% CI [-1.03, -.02], was significant, t(52) = -2.07, p =
.04. Furthermore, Cohen’s effect size value (d = .56) suggested a moderate
to high significance.
There was also a statistically significant difference in the degree to
which students who received AV+T feedback agreed with the statement
that receiving video feedback was “like having a personal conversation
with the instructor” (M = 4.39, SE = .19) versus students who received T
feedback only (M = 3.94, SE = .17). This difference, -.46, 95% CI [-.97, -.06],
was marginally significant, t(52) = -1.77, p = .08. Furthermore, Cohen’s
effect size value (d = .47) suggested a moderate significance.
The difference in student responses between the T and AV+T groups is
less significant in the question that described the feedback in terms of having
a personal conversation with the instructor (p = .08) than in the previous
two questions that described the feedback as indicative of a “personal
and human relationship” with the professor (p = .01) and compared it to
“meeting with the professor to discuss [student] writing in person” (p =
.04). Student responses to the open-ended section of the survey that asked
them to clarify their answers helps explain the reason for students’ lower
level of agreement with the idea that AV feedback is like having a personal
conversation with the professor. Out of the seven students who explained
their responses, four said that AV feedback was not like a true conversation
because it was “one-sided” and did not allow for immediate follow-up
questions and responses. As one student stated, “I disagree that the video
is like a conversation as I was unable to ask any questions at the time.”
However, four out of the seven students also indicated that they liked the
feedback because it was more personal or because it was helpful. As one
student stated, “I think the video helped me more than typed comments.” A
third student said: “It was awesome to hear the feedback.” Another student
commented, in relation to AV+T feedback: “I would love to have more of
these in the future. They really help.” Thus, even though students did not
view the video feedback as a true conversation, they liked receiving it and
found it helpful.

Grigoryan, Anna. (2017). “Audiovisual Commentary as a Way to Reduce Transactional
Distance and Increase Teaching Presence in Online Writing Instruction: Student Perceptions
and Preferences.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 83–128.

102 • Anna Grigoryan

Student perceptions of the instructor’s attitude.
A comparison of the positive and negative student perceptions of the
instructor’s attitude, as measured through student responses to questions
37–50, indicates that there was a difference in the degree to which
students who received AV+T feedback agreed with the positive adjectives
describing the feedback (M = 31.74, SE = .88) versus students who received
T feedback (M = 29.55, SE = .8). This difference, -2.19, 95% CI [-4.6, -.22],
was marginally significant at t(52) = -1.83, p = .07. Furthermore, Cohen’s
effect size value (d = .49) suggested a moderate significance.
What Are Online Writing Students’ Preferences of AV+T Compared to T?
Student preferences.
Of the 31 students who received only T feedback, when asked which
type of feedback they would prefer (out of typewritten comments only,
voice-recorded comments only, screen capture video only, combination of
typewritten comments and voice-recorded comments, and combination
of typewritten comments and screen capture videos), 80%, said they
would prefer typewritten comments only, 12% said they would prefer a
combination of typewritten and voice-recorded commentary, one student
expressed preference for voice-recorded commentary only, and one for a
combination of typewritten comments and screen capture video. On the
other hand, out of the 23 students who had received AV+T, 65% said they
would prefer a combination, and 13% said they would prefer text and audio,
so 78% said they would prefer multimodal feedback (a combination of text
and/or audio). Only five students (21%) who had experienced both video
and text chose text-only feedback as their preferred mode of feedback, and
one student chose only screen capture video as the preferred mode. Thus, it
seems that the majority of students who experienced multimodal feedback
consisting of a combination of video and text would prefer to receive such
feedback in the future. One possible limitation of this result is that both
groups showed preference for the type of feedback that they received.
However, the fact that the AV+T group, which experienced both text and
video commentary, showed preference for such a combination suggests that
if the text-only group had also been exposed to video commentary, they
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may have shown preference for AV+T type of feedback as well. An inquiry
into this hypothesis could be an area of future research on the subject.
Interview Results
Of the four students who received only T feedback, all indicated that
they found the feedback clear and that they used it for revision, some by
printing it out. Of the five students who received AV+T feedback, four
watched the video two or three times and used both the video and the
textual commentary for revision.
All five of the interviewees who had received AV+T feedback, when
asked about which type of feedback they would prefer, indicated that if
given the choice, they would prefer to get both text and AV feedback. Of
the four students who received T feedback, one said she felt getting only
text was sufficient, but three other students said if given the choice, they
would prefer to get both video and text.
One reason students liked AV feedback was that they felt it enhanced
their understanding and learning. Four of the five students who
experienced AV+T used the word helpful to describe the feedback. As one
student said, it helped the information “stick more in my brain. . . . Then
I had the visual. She orally said it and I was watching on the screen as
she was going through my paper.” The combination of video and audio
helped students understand the information more clearly and appealed
to visual and auditory learners. As one student said, “Personally, I find it
easier to learn from hearing and doing than I do just reading stuff.” For
some students, AV feedback enhanced understanding because it provided
more detail and more in-depth commentary than textual comments alone.
Several students described the video, when compared to text, as “more
insightful and helpful” and “more in-depth.”
Two students indicated that compared to text, AV feedback was more
conducive to revision. One student said that the video enhanced her
understanding of how to revise through the teacher’s “tone and attitude
toward the paper.” Another student said: “Whenever I saw the video, it
suddenly just hit me that ‘Oh, this is really what I need to be doing, instead
of this.’ I really had more of a comprehension whenever I saw the video
versus just the text.” Another student said that when receiving written
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comments, she usually just “skims” over them and does not spend much
time revising, but seeing the video aroused her interest and she felt herself
“drawn into the video.” As a result, she paid closer attention to what needed
to be revised in her paper.
Finally, there were two students who were not satisfied with the
nature of their interaction with the instructor throughout the course,
which took place through weekly synchronous webinars, asynchronous
discussion board posts, email correspondence, and feedback on other
course assignments. Interestingly, both of these students considered the
AV feedback the highlight of their interaction with the instructor. The
first student, despite receiving video commentary that was only around 2
minutes in length because she did not need to make many revisions on
her paper, thought that the AV feedback was “the most helpful that the
professor had been throughout the course. That was the first time that
she actually gave me a review as an individual person rather than giving
an overall review of the class and things that we all needed to work on.”
The second student stated: “She only really gave good feedback when she
gave the video. That one was very detailed because it was going over what
our final project was. Other than that, the feedback was very minimal. At
least from my perspective, I had very minimal feedback.” Overall, it seems
that students’ reactions to receiving AV feedback in addition to text were
overwhelmingly positive, even among students who were unsatisfied with
the instructor.
Discussion
The survey and interview results indicate that students who received
AV+T rated their interaction with the instructor as more personal than
those who received only T. The interview results also indicate that students
found a combination of text-based and AV commentary to be clearer and
more conducive to revision than T feedback alone. These findings suggest
that AV commentary, by increasing dialogue and reducing transactional
distance, may be an effective way to support learners in OWI. Moore (2013)
considers a video podcast regarding course content as less dialogic than
a spontaneous student–instructor interaction in Second Life because the
video podcast is generic while a spontaneous interaction with a student is
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individualized. Based on this line of logic, video feedback, by being highly
individualized based on the students’ needs identified in the draft of a paper,
is highly dialogic. Furthermore, since the medium of video allows for a
higher quantity of information, more elaboration of textual comments, and
a more conversational style than text-based commentary communication
(Anson, 1997; J. Sommers, 2013; Warnock, 2009), it has the potential to be
highly dialogic. Since AV commentary also allows for the personality of
the teacher to be more visible through voice and tone, the psychological
distance between the instructor and student may be reduced.
Based on the CoI model of learning, AV feedback could relate to
cognitive, social, as well as teaching presence. Audio-visual feedback may
play a role in social presence because the teacher’s voice and tone can add a
personal touch to the nature of communication with her student. According
to the CoI model, open communication and emotional expression are part
of social presence and the use of video and other Web 2.0 tools help the
instructor express their identity and personality in a virtual environment
(Shearer, 2013). Within the CoI model, AV feedback also relates to
cognitive presence because exchange of information and resolution of
student misconceptions is part of cognitive presence. Through feedback in
OWI, the teacher aims to diagnose and clear up student misconceptions or
barriers to student achievement of the course learning outcomes.
In addition to social and cognitive presence, AV commentary also
relates to teaching presence because it is an instance of direct instruction.
When providing feedback in online writing courses, instructors are advised
to complete “mini lessons” (Hewett, 2010, p. 97) based on student needs
identified in the paper. Audio-visual communication is particularly useful
for this approach because the instructor can easily navigate through the
online course and capture her screen as she refers to various components
of the course content throughout the screencast. For instance, if she notices
that a student has numerous run-on sentences in the essay, she can open
a PowerPoint presentation posted in the course and quickly explain the
relevant grammatical rules. Thus, this instance of individualized instruction
that helps the learner construct knowledge through the course content can
enhance learning by increasing both cognitive and teaching presence as
conceived in the CoI model.
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Limitations
One of the limitations of this study was the sample size (N = 54). Even
though the sample was drawn from a pool of 180 students enrolled in six
online composition course sections, the large attrition rates and difficulty
in connecting with online students for consent signatures reduced the total
number. While this number was considered sufficient based on statistical
power analysis as well as a review of composition research, it would be
useful to conduct larger scale studies in online universities.

Conclusion
Audio-visual feedback in online learning environments may help
enhance revision practices and writing competency, increase accessibility,
reduce transactional distance, and increase cognitive and teaching presence.
The majority of students exposed to a combination of textual and AV
feedback, if given the choice, prefer AV+T feedback to T alone because they
consider it helpful and feel that it enhances their overall understanding of
instructor feedback by providing more detail and by appealing to auditory
and visual learning styles. Students also liked AV feedback because they
considered it a form of personalized and individualized interaction with
the instructor, and some felt that it helped them spend more time and
effort on revision.
The results of this study support the use of AV+T as a pedagogically
sound approach in OWI. They also confirm findings of previous research
(Clark, 1985) that multimodal feedback may be particularly helpful for basic
writers who may lack strong reading skills. The fact that 78% of students
who experienced AV+T indicated that they would prefer to get some form
of a combination of text and video or audio commentary rather than just
text-based feedback corresponds to previous research that has shown that
students overwhelmingly prefer multimodal feedback and would like to
receive some form of a combination of text and video or audio (C. M.
Anson et al., 2016; Cryer & Kaikumba, 1987; Ice et al., 2007; Kates, 1998;
Kirschner, 1991; N. Moore & Filling, 2012; Pearce & Ackley, 1995; Sipple &
Sommers, 2005; J. Sommers, 2013). To increase the quality of online course
delivery, institutions offering online courses should integrate interactive
use of audio and video-mediated communication methods into online
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feedback delivery systems in order to meet diverse and nontraditional
learners’ individual needs. Some tools, such as Canvas, are already available,
yet they are not widely implemented in online management systems.
However, they have the potential to enhance students’ online learning
experience and course satisfaction.
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APPENDIX A
Student View of Audio-Visual Feedback

Grigoryan, Anna. (2017). “Audiovisual Commentary as a Way to Reduce Transactional
Distance and Increase Teaching Presence in Online Writing Instruction: Student Perceptions
and Preferences.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 83–128.

116 • Anna Grigoryan

APPENDIX B
Feedback Survey for Students in T Group
INTRODUCTION
You have agreed to participate in a study about student perceptions of feedback delivered using screencapture
videos and/or typewritten comments in online composition courses.
Please complete the following survey regarding your instructor's feedback on the draft of your final project
assignment.
This survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. This survey is designed to protect your identity and
confidentiality. Your instructor will not have access to the responses provided.
Upon completion of this survey, you will receive a $25 Amazon gift card for your time.
Thank you again for your participation in the study!

*1. First and last name.
*2. The feedback I received was in the form of (choose one):
j Typewritten comments only
k
l
m
n
j Typewritten comments and a screencapture video
k
l
m
n

*3. Do you feel like you were given enough time to revise the first draft of your essay
and submit a final draft?
5
6

*4. Did you have time to address all of the comments the teacher made on the first
draft of your essay? Please explain.
5
6
Directions: Please answer the following questions regarding the feedback you received on the first, rough draft of your final project
assignment, which was submitted in Unit 8 Discussions.

*5. Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of feedback you received on your

final project assignment?
Extremely Satisfied

Very Satisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Somewhat

Neither satisfied

Satisfied

nor unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unsatisfied

Very Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Extremely
Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

*6. Overall, how satisfied are you with the quantity of feedback you received on your
final project assignment?
Extremely Satisfied

Very Satisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Somewhat

Neither satisfied

Satisfied

nor unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unsatisfied

Very Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Extremely
Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n
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*7. The feedback is intended to help you revise your paper. How helpful was your
instructor's feedback in helping you revise your draft?
Extremely Helpful

Very Helpful

Somewhat Helpful

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Neither helpful nor
unhelpful

j
k
l
m
n

Unhelpful

Very Unhelpful

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Extremely
Unhelpful

j
k
l
m
n

Did you use the feedback for revision? If so, in what way?

5

6

*8. How much time do you estimate you spent reading through and thinking about the
typewritten comments your instructor made on your project assignment?
j I did not read the comments
k
l
m
n
j Less than 5 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Between 5 and 10 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Between 10 and 15 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Between 15 and 20 minutes
k
l
m
n
j More than 20 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n

*9. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements regarding the feedback you received from your instructor on the rough draft
of your final project assignment.
Neither agree

Agree

The feedback is easy to understand.

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

The feedback is useful for revising my paper.

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

The feedback helps me understand what I need to

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly

Strongly Agree

Disagree

improve in my paper.
The feedback helps me understand how to improve my
paper.
The feedback helps me understand and/or apply class
readings and materials to revising my paper.
I now know the steps I need to take to revise and
improve my paper.
The feedback meets my needs at this point of my
writing development.
The feedback shows that the instructor cares about me
as an individual person.
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*10. Rate the top 5 aspects of your paper on which the teacher focused on in her

feedback where 1 = most focus and 5 = least focus.
1

2

3

4

5

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Purpose (to inform, persuade, etc.)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Content or ideas (may include thesis, topic sentences,

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Use of sources (avoiding plagiarism, APA citations)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Grammar, punctuation, mechanical errors (spelling,

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Focus on task (following directions, fulfilling the
assignment or task requirements)
Appeal to audience (meeting the needs of intended
audience of paper, formal vs. informal tone)

main ideas, and paragraph development)
Structure/Organization (may include location of topic
sentences, use of transitions within and between
paragraphs, organization of ideas inside paragraphs,
overall order of paragraphs within the essay, etc.)

comma use, conjunctions, avoiding fragments and run
ons, etc.)

*11. The easiest way for me to understand feedback about my writing is through:
j Specific written comments inserted in the paper itself
k
l
m
n
j General written comments provided at the beginning or end of the paper
k
l
m
n
j Both: general comments at the beginning or end of paper and specific comments inserted throughout the paper
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n

*12. How could the feedback have been improved?
5
6

*13. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements regarding the feedback you received from your instructor on the rough draft
of your final project assignment.
Strongly
Agree
The written feedback on my paper made me feel like I had a

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

personal and human relationship with my professor.
The written feedback on my paper made me feel like I was having a
personal conversation with the instructor.
Reading the written feedback on my paper is like meeting with my
professor to discuss my writing in person.
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*14. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements regarding the feedback you received by choosing the option for the term
that best matches your experience. You may explain your answers in the area marked
“Comments.”
Based on her written feedback on my project assignment, the instructor seemed:
Neither agree nor

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Concerned about my success in the class

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Supportive

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Personal

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Caring

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Uncaring

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Friendly

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unfriendly

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Discouraging

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Critical in her feedback

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Constructive in her feedback

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unconcerned about my success in the

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unsupportive

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Impersonal

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Encouraging

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

disagree

class

Comments/Explanations

5

6

*15. Please choose the method of feedback you would most prefer your writing

instructors to use.

j Typewritten comments inserted into the margins and at beginning or end of paper
k
l
m
n
j Voicerecorded feedback only
k
l
m
n
j Feedback delivered through screencapture videos only (screencapture videos are like YouTube videos in which the teacher
k
l
m
n
scrolls to different parts of the paper displayed on the screen and talks to the student providing feedback on the assignment)

j A combination of typewritten comments inserted into the paper and voicerecorded feedback
k
l
m
n
j A combination of typewritten comments inserted into the paper and screencapture videos
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n
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*16. Before this study, in what formats had you received feedback on your writing
from previous instructors? Check all that apply.
c Handwritten comments in the margins and at the end
d
e
f
g
c Typewritten comments inserted into the margins and at beginning or end of paper
d
e
f
g
c Screencapture videos (screencapture videos are like YouTube videos in which the teacher scrolls to different parts of the paper
d
e
f
g
displayed on the screen and talks to the student providing feedback on the assignment)

c Taperecorded or other voicerecorded comments
d
e
f
g
c Facetoface meeting with the instructor
d
e
f
g
c Other (please specify)
d
e
f
g

*17. Did you grow up in a household that spoke a language other than English at
home?
j No
k
l
m
n
j Yes
k
l
m
n
If yes, what language?

*18. Would you be available to participate in a 20 minute interview conducted by
phone or Skype? The researcher would simply ask you questions about your
experience of being a student in an online composition course. For your participation in
the interview, you would receive an additional $20 Amazon gift card (in addition to the
one you are already receiving for your participation in this study).
j No
k
l
m
n
j Yes
k
l
m
n
If you may be interested in participating in the interview, please provide your full name, email, and phone number.

5
6

Grigoryan, Anna. (2017). “Audiovisual Commentary as a Way to Reduce Transactional
Distance and Increase Teaching Presence in Online Writing Instruction: Student Perceptions
and Preferences.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 83–128.

Audiovisual Commentary as a Way to Reduce Transactional Distance and Increase Teaching Presence • 121

APPENDIX C
Feedback Survey for Students in AV+T Group
INTRODUCTION
You have agreed to participate in a study about student perceptions of feedback delivered using screencapture
videos and/or typewritten comments in online composition courses.
Please complete the following survey regarding your instructor's feedback on the draft of your final project
assignment.
This survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. This survey is designed to protect your identity and
confidentiality. Your instructor will not have access to the responses provided.
Upon completion of this survey, you will receive a $25 Amazon gift card for your time.
Thank you again for your participation in the study!

*1. First and last name.
*2. Instructor Name
*3. The feedback I received was in the form of (choose one):
j Typewritten comments only
k
l
m
n
j Typewritten comments and a screencapture video
k
l
m
n

*4. Do you feel like you were given enough time to revise the first draft of your essay
and submit a final draft?
5
6

*5. Did you have time to address all of the comments the teacher made on the first
draft of your essay? Please explain.
5
6
Directions: Please answer the following questions regarding the feedback you received on the first, rough draft of your final project
assignment, which was submitted in Unit 8 Discussions.

*6. Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of feedback you received on your

final project assignment?
Extremely Satisfied

Very Satisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Somewhat

Neither satisfied

Satisfied

nor unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unsatisfied

Very Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Extremely
Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

*7. Overall, how satisfied are you with the quantity of feedback you received on your

final project assignment?
Extremely Satisfied

Very Satisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Somewhat

Neither satisfied

Satisfied

nor unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unsatisfied

Very Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Extremely
Unsatisfied

j
k
l
m
n
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*8. The typewritten feedback and screencapture video are intended to help you revise

your paper. Taken together, how helpful were both types of feedback in helping you
revise your draft?
Extremely Helpful

Very Helpful

Somewhat Helpful

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Neither helpful nor
unhelpful

j
k
l
m
n

Unhelpful

Very Unhelpful

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Extremely
Unhelpful

j
k
l
m
n

Did you use the feedback for revision? If so, in what way?

5

6

*9. How much time do you estimate you spent reading through and thinking about the
typewritten comments your instructor made on your project assignment?
j I did not read the comments
k
l
m
n
j Less than 5 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Between 5 and 10 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Between 10 and 15 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Between 15 and 20 minutes
k
l
m
n
j More than 20 minutes
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n

*10. How many times did you listen to/watch the screencapture video with your

instructor’s comments?

j I only watched portions of the screencapture video
k
l
m
n
j One time
k
l
m
n
j Two times
k
l
m
n
j Three times
k
l
m
n
j Four or more times
k
l
m
n
j I didn’t watch the screencapture video
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n
5
6
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*11. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements regarding the feedback you received through both typewritten comments
and screencapture video.
Neither agree

Agree

The feedback is easy to understand.

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

The feedback is useful for revising my paper.

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

The feedback helps me understand what I need to

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly

Strongly Agree

Disagree

improve in my paper.
The feedback helps me understand how to improve my
paper.
The feedback helps me understand and/or apply class
readings and materials to revising my paper.
I now know the steps I need to take to revise and
improve my paper.
The feedback meets my needs at this point of my
writing development.
The feedback shows that the instructor cares about me
as an individual person.

*12. Rate the top 5 aspects of your paper on which the teacher focused in her
typewritten comments only where 1 = most focus and 5 = least focus.
1

2

3

4

5

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Purpose (to inform, persuade, etc.)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Content or ideas (may include thesis, topic sentences,

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Use of sources (avoiding plagiarism, APA citations)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Grammar, punctuation, mechanical errors (spelling,

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Focus on task (following directions, fulfilling the
assignment or task requirements)
Appeal to audience (meeting the needs of intended
audience of paper, formal vs. informal tone)

main ideas, and paragraph development)
Structure/Organization (may include location of topic
sentences, use of transitions within and between
paragraphs, organization of ideas inside paragraphs,
overall order of paragraphs within the essay, etc.)

comma use, conjunctions, avoiding fragments and run
ons, etc.)
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*13. Rate the top 5 aspects of your paper that the teacher focused on during her

feedback with screencapture video only where 1 = most focus and 5 = least focus.
1

2

3

4

5

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Purpose (to inform, persuade, etc.)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Content or ideas (may include thesis, topic sentences,

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Use of sources (avoiding plagiarism, APA citations)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Grammar, punctuation, mechanical errors (spelling,

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Focus on task (following directions, fulfilling the
assignment or task requirements)
Appeal to audience (meeting the needs of intended
audience of paper, formal vs. informal tone)

main ideas, and paragraph development)
Structure/Organization (may include location of topic
sentences, use of transitions within and between
paragraphs, organization of ideas inside paragraphs,
overall order of paragraphs within the essay, etc.)

comma use, conjunctions, avoiding fragments and run
ons, etc.)

*14. The easiest way for me to understand feedback about my writing is through:
j Comments recorded through screencapture
k
l
m
n
j Typewritten comments inserted in the paper itself
k
l
m
n
j Both: Typewritten comments and screencapture video
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n

*15. How could the feedback have been improved?
5
6

16. Do you have any other comments about the typewritten and/or screencapture
video feedback you received?
5
6

Grigoryan, Anna. (2017). “Audiovisual Commentary as a Way to Reduce Transactional
Distance and Increase Teaching Presence in Online Writing Instruction: Student Perceptions
and Preferences.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(1): 83–128.

Audiovisual Commentary as a Way to Reduce Transactional Distance and Increase Teaching Presence • 125

*17. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements regarding the feedback you received through screencapture video only by
choosing the option for the term that best matches your experience. You may explain
your answers in the area marked “Comments.”
Strongly
Agree
The comments provided through screencapture video made me feel

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

like I had a personal and human relationship with my professor.
Receiving comments provided through screencapture video is like
meeting with my professor to discuss my writing in person.
Receiving comments provided through screencapture video made
me feel like I was having a personal conversation with the instructor.
Comments

5
6

*18. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements regarding the feedback you received by choosing the option for the term
that best matches your experience. You may explain your answers in the area marked
“Comments.”
Based on both, her typewritten comments and screencapture video feedback, the
instructor seemed:
Neither agree nor

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Concerned about my success in the class

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Supportive

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Personal

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Caring

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Uncaring

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Friendly

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unfriendly

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Discouraging

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Critical in her feedback

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Constructive in her feedback

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unconcerned about my success in the

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Unsupportive

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Impersonal

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Encouraging

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

disagree

class

Comments/Explanations

5

6
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*19. Now that you’ve experienced screencapture video responses to your writing,
please choose the method of feedback you would most prefer your writing instructors
to use.
j Typewritten comments only inserted into the margins and at beginning or end of paper
k
l
m
n
j Voicerecorded feedback only
k
l
m
n
j Feedback delivered through screencapture videos only
k
l
m
n
j A combination of typewritten comments inserted into the paper and voicerecorded feedback
k
l
m
n
j A combination of typewritten comments inserted into the paper and screencapture videos
k
l
m
n
j Other (please specify)
k
l
m
n

*20. Before this study, in what formats had you received feedback on your writing
from previous instructors? Check all that apply.
c Handwritten comments in the margins and at the end
d
e
f
g
c Typewritten comments inserted into the margins and at beginning or end of paper
d
e
f
g
c Screencapture videos
d
e
f
g
c Taperecorded or other voicerecorded comments
d
e
f
g
c Facetoface meeting with the instructor
d
e
f
g
c Other (please specify)
d
e
f
g

*21. Did you grow up in a household that spoke a language other than English at

home?
j No
k
l
m
n
j Yes
k
l
m
n

If yes, what language?

*22. Would you be available to participate in a 20 minute interview conducted by
phone or Skype? The researcher would simply ask you questions about your
experience of being a student in an online composition course. Upon completion of the
interview, you would receive an additional $20 Amazon gift card (in addition to the one
you are already receiving for your participation in this study).
j No
k
l
m
n
j Yes
k
l
m
n
If you may be interested in participating in the interview, please provide your full name, email, and phone number.

5
6
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APPENDIX D
Semistructured Interview Script
The interviews were completed at the end of course after students have
experienced AV+T and T.
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

10)
11)
12)

What is your age?
What is your major?
What is your work status?
Overall, on a scale of 1–10, with 10 being the most satisfied and 1
being least satisfied, how satisfied are you with the course?
On a scale of 1–10, with 1 being easy and 10 being most difficult,
how would you rate the rate of difficulty of the course? Why?
What did you think about the class that just finished? Did you
like it? What would you change? What did you find difficult?
What did you find easy?
How do you feel about writing as a subject? Do you find writing
difficult, easy, fun, challenging? How would you describe how you
feel about writing as an activity or writing courses?
How long have you been an online student at this university?
Have you been an online student at other institutions? How long
have you been an online student or how many online classes have
you taken so far?
Have you taken on-site writing courses before, what kind of
feedback did you usually get from the professor and how did you
feel about it? Was it useful or did it help your learning? Did you
feel like you received enough feedback?
What about the feedback you received in this course? How does
it compare to the type of feedback you have received in online
composition courses before?
Why did you decide to become an online student rather than
face-to-face?
What are some advantages or disadvantages of online learning
compared to face-to-face learning? What are some challenges of
online learning that you have experienced so far?
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13) Have you been a face-to-face student before? How was that
experience compared to online? Where do you feel like you got
more attention or feedback?
14) Have you taken a face-to-face college writing course before? How
does the feedback in that class compare to this?
15) Compared to on-site composition courses, what are some
advantages and disadvantages of taking composition courses
online?
16) In online courses, what kind of feedback do you usually get? Do
you find it useful and sufficient in promoting learning?
17) Do you have any comments about the use of AV+T feedback and
T feedback? Do you think they are both useful or do you like one
type more than another? Why?
18) How did you use T or AV+T feedback to revise your draft? What
is your process for revision?
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This article examines teacher feedback on student compositions in an Advanced French Composition course at a Research 1 institution. Our study
suggests that when teachers combine written corrective feedback with audio
comments, their engagement in grading compositions may rise significantly. As teachers bring renewed energy to familiar responding practices, they
shift from “grader” to “reader.” These findings have important implications
for teacher training and the role of feedback in L2 courses.
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Deborah1 had just found out that she’d be teaching Advanced French
Composition again in the fall. She remembered with dread what it was like
teaching the course the last time: papers stacked up on her kitchen table,
weekends spent grading, and most of all, a sense of futility. The feedback
she offered didn't seem to make much difference from one draft to another.
While students were eager to fix grammatical errors, few seemed willing
to revise their drafts and develop their ideas further. Deborah felt that her
efforts were wasted, and she became increasingly disengaged from her
students’ work.
When Deborah shared her frustrations with Jennifer, who teaches
faculty how to integrate writing and assessment into their courses, we
discovered that we wanted to explore Deborah’s frustration a bit more.
We both teach writing; we’re engaged in thinking about student learning;
we both enjoy talking with students about their ideas and the process of
articulating those ideas in writing, as well as the overall writing process. And
yet both of us have had the experience of feeling that students overlooked
our comments. Whether these comments were related to organizing ideas
or to the content itself, our students often prioritized correcting grammar
and mechanics, “quick fixes” that offered clear solutions. Ultimately, we
began to feel less engaged in the feedback process and less motivated to “sit
down and grade.” This was not helpful to building rapport with students.
We decided to embark on a research project that would explore teacher
feedback in the Advanced French Composition course that Deborah would
be teaching the following semester. When we looked at the literature in L2
teacher feedback, we found that much of it focused on written corrective
feedback (WCF). Despite mixed outcomes (Seker & Dincer, 2014;
Truscott, 2007; Ferris, 2006), WCF remains a common practice in L2
teacher training programs (Vyatkina, 2011; O’Donnell, 2007). Instructors
are often taught to highlight language errors either directly (naming the
type of error or suggesting a correct form) or indirectly (noting an error,
but not naming the type of error or suggesting a correction). Some teacher
training programs give additional instruction on how to comment on
content and organization, inserting comments in margins or adding a
1 Deborah is teacher-researcher and co-author; Jennifer is researcher and co-author.
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summary paragraph at the end of the student work (Seker & Dincer, 2014).
As research on foreign language (FL) programs has shown, however, this
kind of training is uneven at best, and in practice, instructors more often fall
back on line editing (Vyatkina, 2011; O’Donnell, 2007). Some instructors
receive no training at all. In 2009 Lefkowitz conducted interviews with 20
FL instructors in the United States. Although they regularly taught upperlevel FL composition, many had never received any training in writing
instruction (Lefkowitz, 2009, quoted in Reichelt, Lefkowitz, Rinnert,
& Schultz, 2012). And yet, in their essay exploring key issues in foreign
language writing, Reichelt, Lefkowitz, Rinnert, and Schultz (2012) “urge
FL practitioners to devote a significant amount of time and energy to
writing instruction in their classrooms” (p. 38). In a similar vein, Vyatkina
suggests that “more attention should be devoted to commenting on content
and organization as well as to making students aware of various linguistic
choices available to them, instead of having WCF markings hijack student
self-expression suggesting that there is just one ‘correct’ form” (p. 85).
Research on L2 feedback extends beyond WCF, but as Dana Ferris
notes in her robust overview of L2 response practices in Response to
Student Writing (2003), “L1 composition research is decades ahead
of the L2 research base, and we have much to learn from the strengths,
weaknesses, successes, and missteps of our L1 composition colleagues” (p.
19). Hyland and Hyland (2006) provide a survey of four key issues (teacher
feedback, peer feedback, computer mediated feedback, and conferences),
and they stress the importance of considering sociocultural contexts when
responding to student writing. Lynn Goldstein (2005) has argued that it is
not the type of feedback (e.g., written commentary, audio feedback, oral
feedback through teacher-student conferences) or the focus of feedback
(sentence-level corrective, content, organization, writing process) that
matters as much as how effective the feedback is at helping students “learn
to revise, . . . produce stronger texts, and become stronger writers” (p. 7). As
Ferris (2003) has noted, “L2 writers are well aware that they have linguistic
deficits and make errors as they write, but they also know that improving
their ideas is important as well” (p. 23).
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Like Vyatkina and Goldstein, we agreed that it was important to
focus our attention on sharing feedback on content, and we wanted to
help students develop their ideas, not just correct errors. While WCF is
important at all stages of the writing process (Ferris, 2003), the lack of
consistent, robust research on content-based feedback in L2 (Vyatkina,
2011) posed problems for identifying responding strategies that might help
cultivate a conversation about writing with students. When we turned to
our own experience and reflected on the most productive and intellectually
interesting dialogues regarding writing, these often took place outside of
the classroom—after class, in our offices, or in coffee shops. We know
this method of feedback is not sustainable, however, or scalable. Nor is
it reliably productive, as Goldstein and Conrad (1990) have shown. One
option that comes closest to an in-person conversation, however, is audio.
In composition studies and in L2 research, audio feedback has been studied
as a strategy for exploring a teacher’s role in reading and responding to
student work (Anson, 1997; 1999), providing students with more detailed
commentary on their work and in greater depth than written feedback alone
(Scrocco, 2012), encouraging revision (Bauer, 2011; Sommers, 1989), and
fostering teacher-student rapport and community-building (Ice, Curtis,
Phillips, & Wells, 2007). Additionally, research on audio feedback in L2
writing has included studies on student attitudes and preferences for audio,
written, or some combination of audio/written feedback (Elola & Oskoz,
2016; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Ware & Warschauer, 2006; Loel, 2004).
While research on audio feedback has been largely positive (Hyland,
1990; Johanson, 1999; Loel, 2004; Merry & Orsmond, 2008), instructors
have been slow to adopt it as part of their feedback practices. Killoran
(2013), for instance, explores over fifty years of audio feedback research to
show that it remains a marginal practice for a number of key reasons. These
include its perceived complexity (does the technology seem harder than it
is?), its observability (is audio recording practiced by my colleagues?), and
its pedagogical compatibility (does using audio recording devices seem
compatible with my teaching philosophy?) (p. 47). In our view, the new
mechanisms for audio content delivery, which include sending MP3 files
via smart phones, suggest that audio feedback is poised to gain a stronger
foothold among faculty who can meet students “where they are”: in front
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of their phones.2 This more expedient form of content distribution avoids
the previously clunky process of tape recorders, cassettes, and desktop
programs that require on-site presence, as well as multiple programs. While
we recognize that audio feedback as a mode of responding is not new, we
do believe that the new methods of delivering audio feedback might lead
to different conclusions and adoption practices. Like Killoran (2013), we
conclude that “this method deserves to be adopted more widely than it
already has been” (p. 47).
We wondered whether audio feedback might offer a way to look more
closely at how Deborah responds to student writing, and to examine
possible factors that might influence her engagement with her response
practices. With that in mind, we designed a study that gathered and
compared information on feedback that was shared in both written and
audio formats.

Study Context
We implemented this study in an Advanced French Grammar and
Writing Workshop at a Research 1 institution in the Southeast region of
the United States. Students in this class included French Studies majors
and minors, as well as students completing their language requirement.
In addition to completing daily writing assignments related to cultural
and literary texts, students were required to write five compositions that
ranged from one to three pages. Each composition was drafted in 3 stages:
(1) submitted for in-class paired peer review with tailored peer correction
guidelines, (2) submitted to faculty for initial feedback, and (3) submitted
in its final form. These multiple writing assignments allowed us to gather
and compare feedback on content in both written and audio formats.
Study Description and Design
We collected quantitative and qualitative data from both teacher and
student participants through the following methods:
1. two anonymous attitudinal student surveys, one at midterm
(n=12) and one at end-of term (n=9). (See Appendix A.)
2 As of January 2014, Pew Research Internet Project results indicate 97% of American 18- to 29-year-olds use the
Internet (general use), 89% use social media sites, 98% use cell phones, and 83% use smartphones. Retrieved from
http://www.pewinternet.org/data-trend/mobile/cell-phone-and-smartphone-ownership-demographics/
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2. four one-page writing process memos (n=48), submitted by
students with each of the first four compositions. In this openended reflective writing document, which was submitted in
English, students described the choices they made as writers,
how they incorporated teacher or peer feedback, and where they
struggled in the revision process. (See Appendix B.)
3. teacher journal (n=1). Deborah kept a written journal of her
experience responding to student compositions.
At the beginning of the semester, Deborah divided the twelve students
in her course into two groups by alphabetical order of their last names;
students did not know to which group they belonged. Both groups submitted
peer-reviewed drafts of each composition to their professor, Deborah, in
PDF form via email. Both groups received written feedback on grammatical
and lexical errors using a free note-taking application that allows the user
to annotate PDF documents either by typing, highlighting, or recording
oral comments. Deborah did not correct errors, but highlighted them
according to a simplified four-color coding system. By separating grammar
from content, she hoped to provide a constant in grammar feedback in
order to isolate student feedback on teacher comments on content (see
Appendix C).
For the first composition, Group A received audio feedback on
the content of their composition via recorded comments that were sent
to students in an MP3 file. Deborah chose to record comments using a
free application on her tablet.3 Group B received written feedback on the
content of their composition; Deborah typed written commentary onto the
PDF that contained the color-coded corrections; a single PDF was sent to
students via email.
For the second composition, Group A received written feedback and
Group B received audio comments. For the third composition, the first
scenario was repeated and for the fourth, the second scenario was repeated.
For the fifth and final composition, students did not submit a draft and
were asked to choose their method of receiving feedback. See Appendix D
for a visual rendering of the process.
3 There are many different mechanisms available to deliver audio content, from smart phones to tablets to content
delivery and management systems such as Blackboard and Sakai.
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Discussion
To analyze the teacher feedback on each composition, we began with
a comparative analysis of the written and audio feedback, measuring word
count in written teacher feedback and word count and total recording
time in audio feedback. The results are presented in Appendix E. It did
not surprise us that assignments of different length received differing
amounts of feedback. The film review (the shortest composition) received
the fewest comments, for instance, while the persuasive essay (the longest
composition) received the most; this remained constant across both audio
and written feedback.
What did stand out was the difference between written and audio
feedback within a given assignment. Compositions with written content
feedback received between 54 and 169 words of feedback, with written
feedback averaging 117.99 typed words across the four assignments.
Compositions with audio content feedback received between 42 and
659 words of feedback, averaging 320.91 spoken words across the four
assignments. For each composition, then, the amount of audio feedback
shared was more than double the amount of written feedback provided,
or twice as many spoken as written words. Why was this? What might this
reveal about Deborah’s responding practices and preferences?
In order to understand why Deborah gave twice as much feedback in
her audio comments, we decided to independently identify patterns and
then come together to share those patterns and identify the most commonly
occurring characteristics. We noticed three primary differences between
the audio comments and the written comments: (1) Deborah’s audio
comments were conversational in tone, (2) she posed a greater number
of questions to students, and (3) she offered students choices related to
organization, content, and vocabulary.
Each of these characteristics adds to the overall word count and
length of the audio recording, but most notably, they contribute to the
building of a conversation around the process of writing. For this teacher,
audio comments did not actually provide additional content, but they
demonstrated her working through and trying to make sense of the
student writer’s ideas and communication of those ideas in French. While
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we appreciate that quantity does not necessarily correlate with quality, the
quantity captured here may in fact demonstrate Deborah’s engagement
with student writing. By posing questions and addressing each student
directly, for instance, the nature of the feedback is notably different from
the written feedback she gave students on the same assignment, where it
was often confined to summary comments at the end of the paper.
In the audio samples, Deborah is in effect sitting next to the writer as
she speaks, much as she would in a face-to-face conference in her office
about the student’s writing. In this way, she engages the writer rather than
the writing because she is responding as a reader rather than as a grader.
This process allows her to implicate the writer more than she would in
written feedback, as the student listens to her professor talk through the
writing in what sounds like a dialogue about the composition. Here,
Deborah used a combination of surface feature corrective feedback with
feedback on the students’ ideas to best facilitate a response style that felt
authentic to her. This shift is echoed in early audio-response adopter Chris
Anson’s analysis of his own response style: “What had been correcting and
judging eased gently into coaching and advising” (1997, p. 106), a shift
that allowed him to individualize his teaching by speaking to each student
directly through audio response.
Our analysis of the audio comments led us to hypothesize that the
teacher–student relationship might also be shifting in some way. To
understand this, we analyzed the data from student process memos and
surveys collected over the course of the semester. Three primary results
emerged.
Students Preferred Receiving Audio Comments
In their process memos and surveys, students indicated a clear
preference for audio commentary for receiving content-related feedback
on their writing. Several students were initially skeptical of whether they
would understand these comments, which were delivered in French. After
the first composition, one student wrote, “Though I was concerned at first,
it turned out I was able to understand almost everything that was said”
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(Cody,4 process memo 1). This response correlates with Boswood and
Dwyer’s (1995) findings that despite researcher doubts, second-language
learners did not have trouble understanding audio feedback, and in fact
preferred it.
Another student echoed this feeling, writing,
I am not used to receiving oral feedback on papers, particularly in
French, so I was a little intimidated at the idea. In the end, I found it to
be extremely useful because I felt like she elaborated on changes I should
make more than previous professors have in the past when they gave
feedback in writing. (Lynn, survey)

One student shared that
I don’t always understand all the comments when they are written. By
contrast, I was able to understand the commentaries almost verbatim in
the audio and I also felt that it gave my professor more time and room
to easily convey points she might have over simplified if written. (Riley,
survey)

After expressing an initial relief in understanding, then, students noted the
increased quantity of comments in the audio feedback; this, too, correlates
with findings by Hyland (1990) and Huang (2000). Other students noted
a specificity to the audio comments. After the first composition, a student
in group B wrote, “I received oral commentaries on my piece and I found
these extremely helpful. The suggestions for improvements were specific,
and enabled me to target and fix the problems” (Dominique, process memo
1). Another noted,
I find the audio comments the most beneficial. They are clear and concise
and relate exactly to what needs to be done, sans the possible ambiguity
that may arise [with] some written comments. I appreciate how the audio
commentaries are detailed and are catered towards specific parts of the
essay, telling us where our mistakes are and the possible suggestions to
rectify them. (Logan, survey)
4 Pseudonyms are used for all student participants.
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What did students like? Several students reported that they liked
hearing their teacher’s voice. One explained, “I liked how I could listen to
the comments rather than read them. By listening you can hear the tone of
the comments which is more helpful than reading comments off of the page”
(Sam, process memo 2). Another noted that “the oral commentary was
especially helpful when a sentence was read as it would be in its improved
form” (Harper, survey). Other students noted that the audio feedback
seemed more thought-provoking. Having received initial feedback in
written form, this student explained that the audio comments caused her to
reflect more thoughtfully about her writing: “Though I found both useful in
different ways, the feedback I received orally was really thought-provoking.
The comments I received on the audio largely influenced the changes I
ended up making to my last essay” (Robin, survey). As the semester
progressed, then, students seemed to interpret their teacher’s comments as
suggestive rather than prescriptive, and their comments regarding audio
feedback revealed a more noticeable engagement in the writing process.
This conclusion correlates with Deborah’s teaching journal comments
that noted that students made more frequent appointments to discuss their
writing. Comparing her experience to other semesters when she gave only
written comments, she wrote in her final journal entry that students were
more apt to stay after class and ask questions about the audio comments.
In previous semesters, “questions were about the meaning of a specific
word or deciphering a cursive notation in French.” Students who received
audio comments, however, “are requesting more follow-up meetings to
explore how to improve the content of their writing (rather than how to
‘fix’ something).” These new conversations prompted the kinds of engaging
questions about writing that Deborah found most rewarding in her work
as an L2 composition teacher.
We wondered, what could attribute to this increased engagement? Did
audio comments open up a space for conversation that Deborah’s written
comments alone did not? Did the teacher find audio commentary more
engaging than written, and did students perhaps discern that affinity? We
know that from our analysis of the audio comments, Deborah often posed
questions, asked for clarification, and posited alternative ways to word or
structure content. At the same time, we would hypothesize that in its very
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nature, orality opens the door to continued discussion more than writing.
For these students, as both recipients of feedback and agents who will use
the feedback (ideally, in a productive way), Deborah’s audio comments
helped engage them with the writing process and with their teacher.
We must also consider potential researcher bias. As faculty interested
in exploring whether audio feedback would lead to improved engagement
with student writing, we interpret and even correlate comments in ways that
may skew conclusions or eschew other interpretations. We worked to make
our own bias visible by discussing possible bias throughout the process
and by limiting Deborah’s access to student data until after the semester
was over. Deborah was positioned as both researcher and teacher in our
project, and so any “objective” distance she might have had as a researcher
was compromised by her role as teacher of the course we were studying.
But we also feel strongly that teacher-researchers are uniquely situated to
see the classroom as an object of study, and we sought to leverage Deborah’s
“insider knowledge” of her class, the students, and teacher engagement
to inform our findings. Like Ruth Ray (1992), we value teacher research
because of its “collaborative spirit, its emphasis on the interrelationships
between theory and practice, and its interest in bringing about change . . .
from within the classroom [emphasis in original]” (p. 183).5
The Teacher Is More Apt to Engage with Students as Writers
By engaging with student writing via audio feedback, teacher
engagement with corrective and content feedback also began to shift. As
Deborah became accustomed to the system, she wrote that instead of seeing
“a looming stack of compositions to grade,” she “began to look forward to
‘talking with’” her students. “Somehow, I feel like I’m engaging them more
intellectually and creatively, probably because it’s so much easier to speak
than to type, but also because I can be myself. I feel like I can trust that
my tone will come across better.” She elaborates on this idea later in her
teaching journal, explaining,
students seem to have trouble interpreting written comments. They
sometimes perceive them as harsh, or they don’t quite know what to do
with them, but when I’m speaking to them—and it feels like that’s what
5 See also Lee Nickoson (2012), “Revisiting Teacher Research.”
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I’m doing when I’m recording—I feel like I can get my meaning across to
them better, suggesting ideas or posing more questions.

These journal comments indicate that Deborah’s feedback—and the
relationship she had to giving feedback—shifted in important ways. This
experience is amplified by Sommers (2006), who wrote that “feedback
plays a leading role in undergraduate writing development when, but only
when, students and teachers create a partnership through feedback—a
transaction in which teachers engage with their students by . . . offering
honest critique paired with instruction” (p. 250). As Deborah noted in her
journal, “I feel like I’m really walking through their papers with them.” This
metaphor of “walking with them” reminds us of the previous comment in
which she enjoyed “talking with” her students during the audio recordings.
The emphasis here is on “with,” and the audio recording seems to facilitate
her ability to somehow share her comments with her students rather than
prescribe them. As Goldstein (2005) has shown, this communication
between teacher and student is key to ensuring that students understand
and implement teacher feedback. Such a partnership is possible when
student and teacher see each other in conversation about ideas and beyond
the “novice-expert” relationship, a typical outcome of corrective feedback
exclusively.6
The Teacher Is More Engaged and Self-Reflective
Composition theorist Richard Straub (1996) notes that “The more a
teacher’s comments tap into her strengths as a teacher and the more they
become an extension of herself, the better those comments will be” (p.
247). Tapping into Deborah’s strengths meant finding the best way for
her to communicate with her students. After commenting on the second
set of compositions, for instance, she wrote, “I liked the oral comments
because I could say a lot. I would never have expounded as much on these
comments in writing. I am really enjoying this. I spoke for 6 minutes on
a really problematic paper, when I would have lost steam in writing.” In
another entry, she noticed that the orality of the delivery method “will be
clearer than if I were to try and write what ‘sounds right.’” In other words,
6 For a discussion on the limits of written corrective feedback, particularly lack of partnership, see also Truscott
(2007).
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by speaking through an awkward sentence construction, Deborah is better
able to explain what “went wrong” and propose suggestions that she would
not have offered had it required her typing up the options. This response
style allows her to be more flexible.

Conclusion
Our study suggests that teacher engagement in grading compositions
may rise significantly when they include audio feedback in their responding
practices. For Deborah, audio commentary allowed her to walk through
students’ papers “with them,” to take more time with each paper, which
is the opposite of what she thought she wanted to do at the beginning of
the semester. She noted that because the time was well spent, the process
was thus more rewarding. This shift had an impact on the teacher–student
interaction as well, prompting more organic conversations about writing as
both parties reflected more about the feedback process.
When teachers are learning new models for responding to student
writing, they must also consider their own preferences, strengths and
limitations, and attitudes toward feedback. As Straub (1996) reminds us,
By understanding the great variety of ways teachers can create themselves
in their comments . . . we will be more able to describe, reflect on, and
develop our own responding practices and shape our comments to
better fit our teaching styles, our classroom goals, and the needs of our
individual students (pp. 246–247).

In regards to delivering audio feedback, we suggest that faculty consider not
only the means by which they will record audio (smart phone, computer,
tablet, etc.), but also details such as how long recordings should last and
where they should be placed within the composition. While most teachers
will probably find it simplest to make a single recording that summarizes
teacher feedback, some programs (Noterize, VoiceThread) allow audio
comments to be inserted within a text; a feature that allows students to
“follow along” as the teacher provides feedback.
We also suggest that teachers consider where they will record
comments. A quiet space is important for a clear recording; for Deborah,
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this necessitated a change from her habit of reading papers in cafés, and may
even have contributed to her positive response to giving audio feedback.
In addition to identifying their personal preferences, which may
of course shift during a given semester, teachers should consider
implementing audio feedback at different stages of the writing process.
In this study, Deborah offered audio commentary after the first draft of
a composition. This choice reflected the existing course design in which
students turned in one draft to their teacher. Audio feedback, like written
feedback, is most useful when shared early and often. We therefore
encourage teachers to share audio feedback on composition outlines,
and for students to experiment with it for peer evaluations of early drafts.
In sum, we see three key considerations for integrating audio feedback
into one’s response practices: (a) Practical/logistical: Which technology
or software to use (being mindful of ease of use for both students and
teacher, access/availability, and cost); (b) Pedagogical: When would it
best facilitate student revision within an assignment sequence or/and how
often to include it during the semester; (c) Faculty attitudes: willingness
and comfort level with pedagogical experimentation around responding
practices and new technologies.
Like Vyatkina (2011), Lee (2009), Ferris (2014), and other theorists
focused on teachers as “agents of change,” we believe that it is paramount to
begin with teachers. Ultimately, when we identify and implement effective
responding practices, we can get beyond the drudgery of “grading stacks
of papers” and move, instead, to a practice that allows us to respond as
engaged readers. For over 50 years, research has consistently shown that
audio response to student writing is an effective approach to offering
feedback. Still, it has been rarely implemented on a consistent basis by L2
writing faculty. It is perhaps useful to consider this lack of implementation
in the context of an era that is very different from the current one. With
new technologies that facilitate audio capture and sharing, and a new
generation of teachers and students who are accustomed to completing
many of life’s tasks on their phones, we are poised to revisit the ways in
which we can best communicate feedback to our students.

Ahern-Dodson, Jennifer, and Deborah Reisinger. (2017). “Moving Beyond Corrective
Feedback: (Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response.” Journal of
Response to Writing, 3(1): 129–152.

(Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response •

143

References
Anson, C. (1997). In our own voices: Using recorded commentary to
respond to writing. In M. D. Sorcinelli & P. Elbow (Eds.), Writing to
learn: Strategies for assigning and responding across the disciplines (pp.
105–113). New Directions for Teaching and Learning 69. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
Anson, C. (1999). Talking about text: The use of recorded commentary
in response to student writing. In R. Straub (Ed.), A Sourcebook on
Responding to Student Writing (pp. 165–174). Creskill, NJ: Hampton
Press.
Bauer, S. (2011). When I stopped writing on their papers: Accommodating
the needs of student writes with audio comment. English Journal,
101(2), 64–67.
Boswood T., & Dwyer, R. (1995). From marking to feedback: Audio-taped
responses to student writing. TESOL Journal, 5(2), 20–23.
Elola, I., & Oskoz, A. (2016). Supporting second language writing using
multimodal feedback. Foreign Language Annals, 49(1), 58–74.
doi:10.1111/flan.12183
Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to Student Writing. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.
Ferris, D. R. (2006). Does error feedback help student writers? New evidence
on the short- and long-term effects of written error correction. In
K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback in second language writing:
Contexts and issues (pp.81–104). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Ahern-Dodson, Jennifer, and Deborah Reisinger. (2017). “Moving Beyond Corrective
Feedback: (Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response.” Journal of
Response to Writing, 3(1): 129–152.

144 • Jennifer Ahern-Dodson and Deborah Reisinger

Ferris, D. R. (2014). Responding to student writing: Teachers’ philosophies
and practices. Assessing Writing, 19, 6–23.
Goldstein, L. M. (2005). Teacher Written Commentary in Second Language
Writing Classrooms. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Goldstein, L. M., & Conrad, S. M. (1990). Student input and the negotiation
of meaning in ESL writing conferences. TESOL Quarterly, 24, 443–460.
Huang, S. (2000). A quantitative analysis of audiotaped and written
feedback produced for students’ writing and students’ perceptions of
the two feedback methods. Tunghai Journal, 41, 199–232.
Hyland, K. (1990). Providing productive feedback. ELT Journal, 44(4),
279–285.
Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Contexts and issues in feedback on L2
writing: An introduction. In K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback
in second language writing: Contexts and Issues (pp. 1–19). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Ice, P., Curtis, R., Phillips, P., & Wells, J. (2007). Using asynchronous
audio feedback to enhance teaching presence and students’ sense of
community. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 11(2), 3–25.
Johanson, R. (1999). Rethinking the red ink: Audio-feedback in the ESL
writing classroom. Texas Papers in Foreign Language Education, 4(1),
31–38.
Killoran, J. B. (2013). Reel-to-reel tapes, cassettes, and digital audio media:
Reverberations from a half-century of recorded-audio response to
student writing. Computers and Composition, 30(1), 37–49.

Ahern-Dodson, Jennifer, and Deborah Reisinger. (2017). “Moving Beyond Corrective
Feedback: (Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response.” Journal of
Response to Writing, 3(1): 129–152.

(Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response •

145

Lee, I. (2009). Feedback revolution. What gets in the way? English Language
Teaching Journal, 65, 1–12.
Lefkowitz, N. (2009, November). The future of foreign language writing.
Colloquium paper presented at the Symposium on Second Language
Writing, Tempe, AZ.
Loel, K. (2004). Online technologies for teaching writing: Students react
to teacher response in voice and written modalities. Research in the
Teaching of English, 38(3), 304–337.
Merry, S., & Orsmond, P. (2008). Students’ attitudes to and usage of
academic feedback provided via audio files. Bioscience Education,
11(3), 1–11. doi:10.3108/beej.11.3
Nickoson, L. (2012). Revisiting teacher research. In L. Nickoson & M. P.
Sheridan (Eds.), Writing studies research in practice (pp. 101–112).
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.
O’Donnell, M. (2007). Policies and practices in foreign language writing
at the college level: Survey results and implications. Foreign Language
Annals, 40, 650–671.
Ray, R. (1992). Teacher-research point of view. In G. Kirsch & P. Sullivan
(Eds.). Methods and methodology in composition research (pp. 172–
189). Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.
Reichelt, M., Lefkowitz, N., Rinnert, C., & Schultz, J. M. (2012). Key issues
in foreign language writing. Foreign Language Annals, 45, 22–41.
Scrocco, D. L. A. (2012). Do you care to add something? Articulating the
student interlocutor’s voice in writing response dialogue. Teaching
English in the Two-Year College, 39(3), 274–292.
Ahern-Dodson, Jennifer, and Deborah Reisinger. (2017). “Moving Beyond Corrective
Feedback: (Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response.” Journal of
Response to Writing, 3(1): 129–152.

146 • Jennifer Ahern-Dodson and Deborah Reisinger

Seker, M., & Dincer, A. (2014). An insight to students’ perceptions on
teacher feedback in second language writing classes. English Language
Teaching, 7(2), 73–83.		
Sommers, J. (1989). The effects of tape-recorded commentary on student
revision: A case study. Journal of Teaching Writing, 8(2), 49–75.
Sommers, N. (2006). Across the drafts. College Composition and
Communication, 58(2), 248–257.
Straub, R. (1996). The concept of control in teacher response: Defining
the varieties of “directive” and “facilitative” commentary. College
Composition and Communication, 47(2), 223–251.
Truscott, J. (2007). The effect of error correction on learners’ ability to write
accurately. Journal of Second Language Writing, 16, 255–272.
Vyatkina, N. (2011). Writing instruction and policies for written corrective
feedback in the Basic Language Sequence. L2 Journal, 3, 63–92.
Ware, P., & Warschauer, M. (2006). Electronic feedback and second
language writing. In K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback in second
language writing: Contexts and issues (pp. 81–104). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Ahern-Dodson, Jennifer, and Deborah Reisinger. (2017). “Moving Beyond Corrective
Feedback: (Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response.” Journal of
Response to Writing, 3(1): 129–152.

(Re) Engaging with Student Writing in L2 through Audio Response •

147

Appendix A
Student End-of-Semester Questionnaire
How did you access faculty comments most of the time in this course
(tablet, personal computer, computer cluster)?
How would you rate your experience accessing faculty comments?
How would you describe the experience of reading faculty feedback on
your writing? What did you like or dislike about the experience?
How would you describe the experience of hearing faculty feedback on
your writing? What did you like or dislike about the experience?
Which mode of feedback did you prefer and why?
Describe the steps you generally used in this course to revise your writing
after receiving faculty comments.
Did having a tablet enhance any aspect of your writing or revising process?
If so, please describe.
Did having a tablet impede any aspect of your writing or revising process?
If so, please describe.
Do you recommend faculty use oral feedback or written or both? Why?
Do you think the tablet changed any of your reading habits when reading
faculty comments on your writing?
Do you have any other recommendations for how French 301 courses can
use tablets in future courses?
What is your opinion about the potential for the tablet in an educational
setting?
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Appendix B
Process Memo Guidelines
Approximate length: 1–2 double-spaced pages in English
Submit as cover letter with your final paper
As part of your writing portfolio, you will turn in a process memo that
details your reading, writing, and revising processes. The purpose of the
memo is to give you a chance to reflect on your work and to give me a
chance to learn about your progress as a writer and critical thinker. This
memo should describe the work you’ve done writing and revising your
work over the past few weeks, including the choices you’ve made, and the
final text you’ve produced.
The following questions may give you some ideas to get you started, but
don’t feel limited by them or the need to answer all of them as you construct
your memo.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Did the tablet affect how you worked with faculty comments on
your writing? If so, in what ways?
When revising, did you begin with grammar or with content
comments? Why?
How did you work with peer and faculty feedback?
What challenges did you face in writing and revising?
Did you prefer oral or written feedback on this essay? If you
preferred one, why?
How could you have improved on this if you had time for one
more draft?
How did you try to integrate an insight from feedback on a
previous essay?
How did you try to integrate an insight from another course
you’re taking?
How did you try to make your essay distinct from others?
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Sample PDF with Annotation
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Appendix D
Teacher Feedback Process
Group A

Group B

Description

(students 1–6)

entry

(1 page)

typed
comments on
draft

(students 7–12) process memo
oral comments with final paper
on draft

Group B

Students submit

Teacher journal

typed
comments on
draft

process memo

entry

Group B

Students submit

Teacher journal

oral comments
on draft

process memo
with final paper

entry

Group B

Students submit

Teacher journal

typed
comments on

process memo

entry

PAPER 1

PAPER 2

9/1

10/7

Narration

Group A
oral comments
on draft

(2 pages)

10/24 Group A
typed
Persuasive essay
comments on
(2 pages)
draft
PAPER 3

PAPER 4

11/11 Group A

Film critique

oral comments

(1 page)

on draft

PAPER 5
Literary
Analysis
(2-3 pages)

12/7

Students submit

Teacher journal

with final paper

with final paper

draft

Students submit

Teacher journal

final paper with

entry—

optional process

final thoughts

memo
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Appendix E
Word Count and Recording Time of Written and Audio Feedback
Student

Paper 1
DESCRIPTION

Paper 2
NARRATION

Paper 3
PERSUASIVE
ESSAY

Paper 4
FILM REVIEW

Sam,

54 typed words

2:00 recording

138 typed words

:28 recording

(242 words)

Group A[i]
Riley,

156 typed words

65 typed words

GROUP A

2:04 recording

91.66 typed words 240.66 recorded
words

:51 recording
(94 words)

169 typed words

(224 words)

Group A
AVERAGES

116 typed words

(256 words)

Group A
Lynn,

2:06 recording

(42 words)

3:10 recording
(300 words)

141 typed words

145.33 recorded
words

Dominique,

1:58 recording

Group B

(190 words)

Cody,

3:25 recording
(432 words)

145 typed words 4:19 recording
(398 words)

99 typed words

4:09 recording
(451 words)

166 typed words 5:22 recording
(563 words)

62 typed words

357.66 recorded
words

147.66 typed
words

Group B
Logan,
Group B

AVERAGES
GROUP B

132 typed words 5:47 recording

114 typed words

(659 words)

540 recorded
words

91.66 typed words
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